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PATCHING  v.  DUBBINS.  ^ov.  Zrd  <fc 

ith. 
\Y  an  indenture,  bearing  date  the  iSth  of  August,  1830,   Onyenant, 

and  made  between  James  Edwards  of  the  first  part,  Richard  Acquiexmei 

Patching  the  father  of  the  second  part,  and  William  John  ^^^^'^ 

FaithfvU  of  the  third  part,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  TJie  purdwie- 

.  deed  of  a  house 

one  hundred  and  twenty- four  pounds  three  shillings,  the  in  a  terrace 

said  James  Edwards  conveyed  to  the  said  Micliard  Patching  J^^^on  the" 

the  father,  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  a  certain  piece  of  land  at  ?^**^*^®i^." 

Brighton,  called  Windsor-terrace,  situate  on  the  west  side  ed  by  any  reci- 
tal, that  no 
building  should  be  erected  on  any  part  of  the  land  of  the  vendor  lying  on  the  east  side  of  the  said  ter- 
race and  opposite  to  tMe  plot  of  land  thereijy  conveyed.  The  owners  of  the  other  houses  had  also  similar 
covenants : — Held^  that  the  latter  words  were  not  merely  descriptiTo  of  the  position  of  the  land,  but 
restricted  the  general  meaning  of  the  former  words;  and  that  the  covenant  applied  only  to  that  part 
of  the  land  which  lay  immediately  opposite,  and  was  of  the  width  of  the  plot  conveyed. 

The  general  rule  that  the  construction  must  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  grantor,  modified 
by  the  necessity  of  giving  effect  to  every  word  of  the  instrument,  if  it  can  reasonably  be  done. 

According  to  Tidk  v.  Moxhay,  (2  Ph.  774),  if  parties  purchase  land  with  notice  of  a  covenant  con- 
cerning it,  but  which  does  not  run  with  the  land  so  as  to  bind  them  at  law,  equity  will  not  permit 
them  to  do  anything  contrary  to  the  true  meaning  of  that  covenant. 

Delay  in  taking  legal  proceedings,  and  other  acts,  not  amounting  to  acquiescence  in  the  infringe- 
ment of  a  right. 

To  deprive  a  Plaintiff  of  a  legal  right  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  a  case  of  acquiescence  must  be 
shewn  much  stronger  than  such  as  would  be  a  sufficient  defence  to  an  interlocutory  application  by 
him,  and  must  amount  not  only  to  positive  licence,  but  to  an  implication  of  an  actual  g^rant. 

A  Pluntiff  litigating  a  question  depending  upon  the  construction  of  a  doubtful  instrument,  not 
being  a  will,  if  the  construction  be  decided  against  him,  must  pay  tlie  costs  of  the  suit. 
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of  a  road  then  intended  and  since  made,  together  with  the 
messuage  or  tenement  and  other  buildings  then  standing 
on  the  said  piece  of  land,  and  numbered  7,  in  Windsor- 
terrace  aforesaid,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  Richard 
Patching  the  father  and  his  assigns  for  his  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  the  said  William  John  Faithfully  and 
his  executors  and  administrators,  during  the  life  of  the 
said  Richard  Patching  the  father,  in  trust  for  the  said 
Richard  Patching  the  father  and  his  assigns,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  said 
Richard  Patching  the  father  for  ever.  And,  in  the  said 
indenture,  the  said  James  Edwards  did,  for  himself,  his 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  covenant,  promise, 
and  agree  with  and  to  the  said  Richard  Patching  the  father, 
his  heirs,  and  assigns,  that  no  building  whatever,  except 
monuments  and  tombs,  should  at  any  time  be  erected  on 
any  part  of  the  land  belonging  to  the  sdXA  James  Edwards, 
lying  on  the  east  side  of  the  said  terrace,  and  opposite  to  the 
plot  of  land  thereby  conveyed. 

There  were  no  recitals  in  this  indenture. 

Richard  Patching  the  father  died  in  the  year  1850,  hav- 
ing, by  his  will,  devised  the  land  so  conveyed  to  him 
to  his  two  sons,  Richard  and  John  Patching,  in  fee.  In 
J  851,  Richard  Patching  i\iQ  son  released  his  interest  there- 
in to  his  brother  John  Patching  absolutely. 

The  piece  of  land  so  conveyed  to  the  said  Richard 
Pacing  the  father  was  the  last  at  the  northern  end 
of  several  building  lots  then  set  out  by  the  said  James 
Edwards,  and  then  or  since  built  upon,  and  forming  with 
the  buildings  thereon  a  terrace  or  row  of  seven  houses, 
called  Windsor-terrace,  and  numbered  from  south  to 
north,  1  to  7.  This  terrace  overlooked  the  land  described 
in  the  indenture  as  "  belonging  to  the  said  James  Edwards, 
lying  on  the  east  side  of  the  terrace."     Jam£s  Edwards 
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had  conveyed  the  other  houses  in  the  terrace  to  different 
parties,  with  whom  he  had  covenanted  in  the  same  terms. 
.  The  land  of  James  Edwards  opposite  to  the  terrace  was 
separated  from  it  by  a  road,  and  extended  in  front  of  the 
whole  of  the  terrace,  and  also  for  a  considerable  distance 
beyond  it  towards  the  north. 

This  land  was  used  as  a  burying  ground,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  a  strip  about  forty-two  feet  wide,  lying  by  the 
side  of  the  road,  which  commenced  opposite  No.  6,  Windstyr- 
terracey  and  extended  past  No.  7  to  the  northern  extremity 
of  the  burial  ground. 

This  strip  of  land  was  used  as  the  garden  to  a  house,  be- 
longing to  and  formerly  occupied  by  James  Edwards, 
which  was  situated  on  the  same  side  of  the  road  as  No.  7, 
and  a  few  yards  to  the  north  of  it  This  house  would  have 
been  the  centre  house  in  Windsor-terrace,  if  the  terrace  had 
been  completed  according  to  the  original  plan ;  and  it  was 
at  first  intended  to  convert  the  whole  of  the  land  opposite 
into  a  burial  ground,  as  appeared  by  a  drawing  which  was 
made  an  exhibit  in  the  cause.  The  burying  ground  was 
annexed  to  a  dissenting  chapel,  which  stood  in  the  north 
western  corner  of  it  James  Edwards  was  the  officiating 
minister  at  this  chapeL 

In  1849,  James  Edwards  sold  part  of  the  northern  end 
of  the  garden-land  at  a  considerable  distance  from  Windsor- 
terrace,  to  the  trustees  of  the  Brighton  Dispensary,  who 
had  since  erected  a  dispensary  thereon. 

In  March,  1852,  William  Verrail  was  in  treaty  with 
James  Edwards  for  the  purchase  of  a  portion  of  the  same 
strip  of  garden-land,  including  all  that  part  of  it  which  lay 
directly  opposite  to  No.  7,  Windsor-terrace,  for  the  purpose 
of  building  a  hall  thereon,  for  a  society  called  the  "  Odd 
Fellows."     Having  heard,  however,  from  the  Plaintiff  of 
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the  existence  of  the  covenant  not  to  build  opposite  his 
house,  WiUiam  Verrall  declined  to  complete  such  purchase, 
but  agreed  instead  to  purchase  from  James  Edwards  sluo- 
ther  piece  of  the  same  garden-land,  no  part  of  which  was 
immediately  opposite  to  No.  7,  but  which  was  situated  di- 
rectly opposite  to  the  house  and  land  adjoining  No.  7  on 
the  north  side.  In  May,  1852,  previously  to  the  completion 
of  this  agreement,  the  Defendants'  solicitor  was  informed 
by  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  of  the  terms  of  the  covenant. 
The  piece  of  land  was  afterwards  conveyed  to  the  Defend- 
ants in  fee  as  trustees  for  the  Odd  Fellows  Society.  Exca- 
vations for  the  purpose  of  building  were  commenced  upon 
the  land  so  purchased  on  the  1st  of  June,  1853.  On  the 
20th  of  the  same  month,  the  laying  of  the  first  stone  was 
publicly  announced,  and  the  stone  was  laid  with  public 
ceremony  on  the  27th.  The  building  was  then  continued 
with  some  interruption  in  July,  until  August  30th,  when 
it  had  reached  the  height  of  fifteen  feet. 


The  Plaintiff  averred,  that  he  did  not  know  of  the  Defend- 
ants' purchase  until  the  preparations  for  building  were  com- 
menced upon  the  land.  He  then  instructed  his  solicitor  to 
obtain  the  opinion  of  counsel  as  to  the  construction  of  the 
covenant  in  the  deed  of  1830 ;  and  on  the  28th  of  June,  1853, 
acase  upon  this  question  was  laid  before  counsel  accordingly. 
On  the  1st  of  August,  1853,  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  wrote 
to  the  solicitor  of  the  Defendants,  to  inform  him  that  an 
injunction  would  be  applied  for  if  the  building  were  con- 
tinued. On  the  next  day  the  Defendants'  solicitor  re- 
quested a  copy  of  the  covenant,  which  the  Plaintiff's  soli- 
citor sent  to  him;  and  on  the  4th  of  the  same  month  the 
Defendants'  solicitor  answered,  that  it  appeared  to  him 
that  the  covenant  in  the  Plaintiff's  conveyance  did  not 
affect  the  land  in  question ;  and  that  the  Defendants  had 
no  notice  of  any  restriction,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  must 
adopt  such  course  as  he  might  be  advised.     A  draft  bill  was 
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immediately  prepared;  but  the  PlamtifTs  house  being  in 
mortgage  to  certain  persons,  some  of  whom  refused  to  con- 
sent to  their  names  being  used  as  parties,  the  Plaintiff  paid 
off  the  mortgage  and  took  a  reconveyance;  and  on  the  27th 
of  August  he  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against  the  trustees 
of  the  land  so  purchased  for  the  Odd  Fellows'  Society, 
praying,  that  the  Defendants  and  their  agents,  builders, 
and  servants,  might  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  erect- 
ing any  building  whatever,  except  monuments  or  tombs, 
on  any  part  of  the  land  so  sold  to  the  said  Defendants; 
and  that  they  might  be  directed  to  pull  down  the  build- 
ing so  erected  by  them  as  aforesaid. 

In  addition  to  the  facts  above  stated,  there  was  an  affi- 
davit of  Mr,  Stredvnck,  a  member  of  the  Society  of  Odd 
Fellows,  who  deposed,  that  some  time  between  April,  1852, 
and  the  25th  of  June,  and  again  in  September  in  that 
year,  he  informed  the  Plaintiff,  in  conversation,  of  the  pur- 
chase made  by  his  society  for  the  purpose  of  building  their 
hall;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  made  no  objection,  but  said  hd 
did  not  care  so  that  it  was  not  directly  opposite  his  house. 
The  Plaintiff  had  not  had  an  opportunity  of  answering 
this  affidavit  There  was  also  some  evidence  that  the 
Plaintiff,  soon  after  the  commencement  of  the  building, 
had  told  the  Defendants'  builder  that  he  must  stop  the 
erection  as  soon  as  he  got  as  high  as  the  monuments  or 
tomb&  The  builder,  however,  deposed,  that  the  Plaintiff 
had  never  given  any  notice  to  him,  or,  to  his  knowledge, 
to  any  one  employed  by  him,  to  cease  from  erecting  the 
said  building.  It  was  also  in  evidence  that  the  Plaintiff 
had  stated  on  one  occasion  that  he  could  have  prevented 
the  erection  of  the  Dispensary  if  he  had  thought  fit 

An  interlocutory  motion  for  an  injunction  was  refused 
without  costs  on  the  29th  of  September  last;  and,  by  ar- 
rangement between  the  parties,  the  cause  now  came  ou 
for  hearing  upon  a  motion  for  decree. 


1853. 
Patching 
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DUBBINa. 

StatefnenL 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1653. 


Argumeni, 


Mr.  EoU  and  Mr.  (7.  MareU,  for  the  Plaintiff,  said,  that 
one  ground  of  defence  would  be,  that  the  covenant  by 
Edwards  was  not  in  terms  for  himself  and  his  "  assigns,'' 
and  that  therefore  the  Defendants  were  not  bound;  but 
they  contended,  that  the  covenant  related  to  the  land,  and 
from  its  nature  and  the  privity  of  estate  between  the  cove- 
nanting parties  it  would  run  with  the  land,  and  therefore 
bound  assigns  of  the  covenantor  though  not  named.  The 
law  on  this  point  was  summed  up  in  Sugden's  Vendors 
&  Purchasers,  Concise  View,  p.  485,  where,  speaking  of 
real  covenants,  he  says,  "  As  they  relate  to  the  land  an 
assignee  may  maintain  an  action  on  them,  although  they 
were  entered  into  with  the  original  grantee  and  his  heirs 
only:"  Spencer's  case  {a) ^  KeppeU  v,  Bailey  (b),  Tateni  v. 
Chaplin  (c).  But  even  if  the  covenant  did  not  run  with 
the  land,  the  evidence  proved  that  the  Defendants  had  no- 
tice of  it,  and  they  were  therefore  bound  in  conscience,  on 
the  authority  of  TuUc  v.  Moxhay  (d). 


Another  ground  of  defence  would  be,  that  the  land  on 
which  the  Defendants  were  building  was  not  affected  by 
the  covenant,  but  that  it  only  related  to  the  piece  of  land 
immediately  opposite  to  the  house,  and  of  the  same  width. 
If  that  were  so,  the  covenant  would  not  be  infringed, 
though  all  the  land  opposite  were  built  on  except  the  small 
space  directly  in  front.  Such  a  construction  was  absurd, 
when  the  object  of  the  covenant  obviously  was  to  secure 
the  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  a  prospect,  and  of  light 
and  air. 


Another  ground  was,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  acquiesced 
in  a  former  breach  of  the  covenant  by  allowing  the  Dispen- 
sary to  be  built  upon  the  northern  extremity  of  this  land. 
The  law  on  this  subject  was  well  understood  since  the  case 


(a)  5  Rep.  16  a. 
(6)  2My.  &  K.  517. 


(c)  2  H.  Bla.  133. 

(d)  2  Ph.  774 
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of  The  Duke  of  Bedford  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  Britiah  Jf«- 
seufa{a).  It  was,  that  acquiescence  might  be  presumed,  if 
a  person  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  covenant  of  this  kind 
altered  the  nature  of  the  property  to  which  it  related,  so 
as  to  shew  that  the  covenant  was  of  no  value  to  him. 
[The  Vice-Chancdlor  referred  to  Roper  v.  WiUiams  Qi).} 
But  here  the  Dispensary  could  scarcely  be  seen  from  Na 
7,  by  looking  sideways  from  the  windows;  and  certainly 
cotdd  not  obstruct  light,  air,  or  |>rospect. 

Another  objection  to  the  relief  sought  was,  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  delayed  for  a  long  time  and  allowed  the  De~ 
fendants  to  expend  money  in  building,  and  therefore  it 
was  now  too  late  to  interfere.    But  the  Defendants'  solici- 
tor was  made  aware  of  the  covenant  in  May,  1852;  and 
that  was  all  the  Plaintiff  could  do  until  some  active  steps 
in  erecting  a  building  were  taken  by  the  Defendants,  and 
the  natural  reluctance  of  every  one  to  commence  a  Chan- 
cery suit — the  Plaintiff's  want  of  knowledge  who  were 
the  purchasers — his  belief,  though   mistaken,   that  the 
building  might  be  carried  up  to  the  height  of  a  tombstone 
or  monument  without  infringing  the  covenant — the  tak- 
ing counsel's  opinion  and  paying  off  the  mortgage,  had  all 
contributed  to  cause,  and  ought  to  excuse,  the  delay.    The 
Plaintiff  had,  from  the  first,  insisted  upon  his  covenant, 
and  made  it  known,  as  far  as  he  could ;  and  when  the  first 
stone  of  the  building  was  advertised  to  be  laid,  he  had  di- 
rected his  solicitor  to  obtain  counsel's  opinion  as  to  his 
rights;  and  then  the  building  was  stopped  for  a  time,  which 
of  course  delayed  his  proceeding  to  sue. 

Mr.  Bacon  and  Mr.  Hidop  Clarke,  for  the  Defendants, 
said,  that  the  main  question  was,  what  was  the  real  mean- 
ing of  the  covenant?    It  was  consistent  with  all  the  facts 


1863. 


Argument 


(a)  2  My.  &K.  662. 


{h)  T.  &  R  18. 
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AryumemL 


of  the  case,  that  the  coTenant  should  mean  only  that  no 
building  should  be  erected  opposite  to  the  particular  house ; 
and  that  Edwards  should  resenre  the  right  of  building  on 
the  other  part  of  the  garden  land. 

[The  Vicb-Chascblloe. — ^Your  argument  is,  that  the 
words  '^  and  opposite,  &c"  in  the  coTenant  are  restrictive.] 

The  conjunction  ''  and"  must  qualify  the  rest  of  the 
sentence,  or  it  was  unnecessary;  for  all  the  land  for  some 
distance  belonged  to  Edwards. 

Then,  the  parties  by  their  acts,  had  put  this  construc- 
tion upon  the  covenant,  for  the  Dispensary  had  been  built 
upon  part  of  the  garden  without  objection. 

The  delay  was  not  satisfactorily  accounted  for.  As  to 
the  mortgage  on  the  Plaintiff's  house,  the  mortgagee,  who 
refused  to  be  a  Plaintiff,  might  have  been  made  a  Defend- 
ant The  Plaintiff  had  lost  any  right  which  he  might 
have  had  by  allowing  the  Defendants  to  lay  out  their 
money  without  interfering  to  prevent  it. 

The  Vice-Chakcellor  desired  Mr.  R6U,  in  reply,  t4>  ad- 
dress himself  only  to  the  construction  of  the  covenant,  and 
to  the  case  of  delay  made  by  the  Defendants  against  the 
Phiintiff 


Mr.  RoUy  in  reply,  contended,  that  "  opposite"  did  not 
necessarily  mean  directly  opposite  only.  Here  the  pur- 
pose for  which  the  word  was  introduced  gave  it  a  more 
extensive  meaning.  It  was  used  in  the  covenant  as  an  ad- 
ditional description  of  the  land,  and  not  to  restrict  the  pre- 
ceding words.  As  to  the  delay,  the  Plaintiff  could  do  no- 
thing but  make  his  covenant  public  until  the  building  was 
commenced,  and  then  he  immediately  took  proceedings. 
The  present  application  was  for  a  decree,  and  not  an  inter- 
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locatoiy  motion  for  an  injunction.  The  defence  made  on 
this  point  assumed,  that,  on  account  of  the  delay  of  a  few 
months,  thus  excused,  the  Court  would  decree  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  for  ever  to  lose  an  interest  in  land  in  the  na- 
ture of  an  easement 


1853. 


ArffumefU, 


The  Vicb-Chakcbllob  reserved  his  judgment 


Vicb-Chakcellor  Sir  W.  P.  Wood: — 

This  case  came  before  me  originally  upon  a  motion  for  an 
injunction,  and  I  was  then  clearly  of  opinion,  that  there  had 
been  such  delay  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  that  I  could  not 
accede  to  the  application  for  an  injunction  upon  an  inter- 
locutory proceeding.  The  parties  then  agreed,  that  the 
better  course  would  be,  that  the  matter  should  come  on 
upon  a  motion  for  decree;  and,  accordingly,  it  is  now  ripe 
for  the  decision  of  the  Court 

I  think  that  the  question  must  turn  entirely  upon  the 
construction  of  the  deed  of  1 830.  Several  other  points 
have  been  raised  and  discussed  at  the  hearing.  The  first 
was,  as  to  the  question  whether  the  covenant  runs  with 
the  land.  That  point  appears  to  me  to  be  entirely  beside 
the  present  question  between  these  parties,  because,  no 
doubt,  according  to  the  evidence  in  this  case,  distinct 
notice  was  given  to  the  Defendants,  before  they  purchased 
this  property,  of  the  existence  of  the  covenant  in  the  deed 
of  1830;  and,  therefore,  according  to  Tulk  v.  Moxhay{a)^ 
and  the  authorities  referred  to  in  that  case,  the  parties 
having  had  such  notice  must  be  considered  to  be  bound, 
whether  the  covenant  ran  with  the  land  or  not,  in  such  a 
inanner  as  that  a  Court  of  equity  would  not  permit  them  to 
do  anything  contrary  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  covenant 

With  respect  to  the  question  of  acquiescence,  as  dis- 
(it)  2  Ph.  774. 


Nov.  At. 
Judgment, 
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ijis^  tiaet  bnai  ddar.  it  is  aid  thai  there  wmsv  on  a  fonna* 
ocaaon,  am  aeqmcaceiice  hw  the  PiaintxC  in  pomittiiig 
aa  Hosfital  to  be  hnh  uptm  a  port  of  the  land,  which 
dearir.  aecoriin^  to  the  Plaintiff's  coostmctioa  of  the  co- 
Jmi^^mmc  tenant,  would  be  within  its  terms.  It  has  been  argued, 
diat  the  Plaintiff  i^^  on  this  account,  precluded  firom  now 
raising  this  contest  before  the  Court.  I  do  not  think  that 
the  principle  of  acquiesc^ice.  which  was  so  foUj  discussed 
in  the  case  of  The  IhJx  o/Bed/brd  r.  The  TrtAstees  of  the 
BHtish  M*uewn  [a^ .  will  at  all  applj  to  a  case  of  this  de- 
AcripdoD.  Lord  Eldonj  in  that  case,  goes  fullj  into  the 
reasons  for  the  conclu^on  there  adopted.  The  doctrine  is 
Terj  concisely  stated  by  him  in  Roper  r,  WHHana  b].  His 
Lotdship  there  says — '^  I  hare  often  been  in  the  habit  of 
iOnstrating  my  riew  of  such  cases  by  referring  to  the  sti- 
polations  contained  in  the  Duke  of  Bedford s  leases.  In 
the  lease  of  erery  hi>use  on  the  east  side  of  that  street  is 
contained  a  corenant  that  there  shall  be  no  erection  bdiind 
them  exceeding  a  certain  height.  The  landlord  in  such 
a  case  b  stipulating  not  only  for  his  own  benefit,  but  for 
the  benefit  of  all  the  tenants  in  that  nei^bourhood. '  That 
case  has,  therefore,  clearly  no  application  to  the  present. 
It  was  the  case  of  a  landlord  taking  firom  several  tenants 
restiictiTe  covenants  against  the  erection  of  buildings  by 
them,  in  order  to  secure  one  uniform  plan  for  the  benefit 
of  them  alL  This  case  is  just  the  converse  of  thaL  Here, 
the  landlord  has  stipulated,  for  the  benefit  of  each  of  the 
tenants,  not  to  build  upon  the  opposite  land.  I  do  not 
think  that  one  of  these  tenants  can  be  considered  to  hold 
his  right  for  the  benefit  of  aU  the  other  tenants  who  had 
similar  covenants,  or  that  any  acquiescence  on  the  part  of 
any  one  of  the  tenants  in  an  infringement,  which,  accord- 
ing to  his  construction  of  the  covenant,  does  not  injure 
him,  can  be  material.  That  kind  of  acquiescence  has  no- 
thing to  do  with  the  case. 

ia)  2  My.  &  K.  552.  (h)  T.  &  R  2i. 
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Then,  as  to  the  delay  which  has  taken  place,  I  quite 
agree  with  Mr.  RoU'a  observation,  that  it  is  a  different 
question  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  and  at  the  hearing 
of  an  interlocutory  motion ;  because,  a  much  greater  de- 
gree of  acquiescence,  amounting  in  fact  not  only  to  posi- 
tive license,  but  to  an  implication  of  an  actual  grant,  must 
exist  before  the  parties  can  be  for  ever  deprived  of  their 
rights.     I  do  not  think,  upon  the  whole  evidence,  includ- 
ing Mr.  Stredwick's  affidavit,  that  there  has  been  in  this 
case  such  an  abandonment  of  a  right  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff.    He  appears  to  have  been  culpably  slow  in  as- 
serting his  rights ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  he  has  waived 
them.     It  is  averred  by  him,  that  he  on  one  occasion 
stated,  that  he  might  have  prevented  the  erection  of  the 
Hospital,  if  he  had  thought  fit     It  does  not  appear  that 
any  communication  was  made  to  the  Plaintiff  previously 
to  the  purchase  of  the  land  of  the  intended  deviation  from 
the  original  design,  or  of  the  Defendants  having  agreed  to 
purchase  land  further  to  the  north,  in  order  to  avoid 
building  exactly  opposite  to  the  Plaintiff's  house.     Setting 
aside  the  evidence  of  Stredwicky  there  is  nothing  to  shew 
acquiescence.     There  is  evidence,  not  very  precise,  that, 
not  long  after  the  commencement  of  the  building,  the 
Plaintiff  intimated  his  intention  of  raising  the  question 
now  in  dispute  in  a  somewhat  singular  manner.     He  said, 
that  he  should  exercise  his  right  when  the  building  reached 
the  height  of  a  tomVstone ;  supposing,  I  imagine,  when 
he  made  that  statement,  that  the  Defendants  had  a  right 
to  carry  their  building  to  that  elevation.     However,  he  did 
raise  the  question,  and  there  only  remains  the  evidence  of 
Mr.  Stredtvicky  who  states  that  in  September,  1852,  the 
Plaintiff  said  that  he  should  not  object  to  the  building  of 
the  Hall  further  to  the  north  than  at  first  proposed,  and 
not  immediately  opposite  to  his  house. 


18^ 


JudgmenL 


This  statement  was  made  after  the  purchase  of  the  land. 
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and,  therefore,  it  could  not  have  led  to  the  laying  out  of 
money  in  the  purchase  of  the  land ;  and  certainly,  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  if  I  were  to  give  more 
weight  to  that  fact  than  I  do,  it  would  be  impossible  to 
decide  against  the  Plaintiff  without  giving  him  an  oppor- 
tunity of  answering  Mr.  Stredurick's  affidavit. 

But  the  real  question  in  the  case  is  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  covenant  If  I  had  come  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  construction  of  the  covenant  is  that  for 
which  the  Plaintiff  contends,  I  could  not  have  made  a 
decree  immediately  in  the  face  of  Mr.  Stredtvick's  evi- 
dence; but  I  should  have  given  the  Plaintiff  an  opportu- 
nity of  answering  it.  I  cannot,  however,  put  the  parties 
to  further  expense,  having  come  to  the  conclusion  which  I 
have  upon  the  construction  of  the  covenant. 

Now,  the  covenant  is  in  these  terms:  "That  no  build- 
ing whatever,  except  monuments  and  tombs,  should  at  any 
time  be  erected  on  any  part  of  the  land  belonging  to  the  said 
James  Edwards  lying  on  the  east  side  of  the  said  terrace, 
and  opposite  to  the  plot  of  land  thereby  conveyed."  This 
covenant  certainly  is  not  expressed  in  a  manner  so  clear 
as  to  prevent  all  possibility  of  doubt  upon  the  question. 
There  would  have  been  two  modes  in  which  it  would  have 
been  free  from  doubt:  one,  if  it  had  been  expressed  ac- 
cording to  the  Defendants'  view  of  the  meaning,  that  no 
building  should  be  erected  "  on  such  part  of  the  land  be- 
longing to  Edwards  lying  on  the  east  side  of  the  terrace, 
as  was  opposite  to  the  plot  of  land  thereby  conveyed;"  or, 
according  to  the  construction  of  the  Plaintiff,  in  order  to 
render  it  free  from  doubt,  if  it  had  been  in  this  form,  to 
prohibit  building  on  "  any  part  of  the  piece  of  land  belong- 
ing to  Edwards  on  the  east  side  of  the  said  terrace ;"  or  "  on 
the  land  of  Edwards  opposite  to  the  plot  of  land  thereby 
conveyed"  without  more.     The  word  "  opposite,"  I  agree 
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with  Mr.  R6U*8  argument,  is  not  ex  vi  termini  necessarily 
confined  to  land  precisely  opposite,  between  parallel  lines 
drawn  from  the  sides  of  the  plot  conveyed.  If  the  words 
had  been  "the  land  opposite"  only,  it  would  have  been 
merely  a  word  of  description,  shewing  the  particular  posi- 
tion of  the  land  in  question.  The  circumstances  which 
existed  before  the  erection  of  the  building,  and  which  the 
Court  is  entitled  to  regard,  I  am  afraid  leave  the  matter 
in  the  same  degree  of  doubt  as  the  covenant  itself  There 
can  be  little  question  as  to  what  was  passing  in  the  mind  of 
the  vendor  at  the  time  when  he  contemplated  making  these 
buildinga  He  had  then  in  view  the  erection  of  a  terrace 
twice  the  present  length  of  Windsor-terrcxe^  and  of  mak- 
ing a  burial-ground  the  whole  distance  from  the  northern 
extremity  of  the  land  opposite ;  and  it  is  probable,  that,  if 
it  had  all  been  converted  into  a  burial-ground,  the  vendor 
would  not  have  objected  to  covenant  that  no  building 
should  be  erected  on  the  land.  However,  what  was  pass- 
ing in  his  mind  is  not  the  question,  but  what  was  in  fact 
the  contract  upon  the  evidence  before  me?  There  were  no 
representations  made  to  the  purchaser  of  such  a  nature  as 
to  induce  him  to  believe  that  this  was  the  course  of  build- 
ing about  to  be  adopted,  nor  was  the  drawing  which  was 
produced  put  in  evidence  for  that  purpose.  It  was  pro- 
duced merely  to  shew  the  position  of  the  buildings.  There 
was  no  representation  of  its  having  been  shewn  to  the  pur- 
chaser as  a  part  of  the  contract  which  was  entered  into. 
If  it  had  been  otherwise,  the  answer  would  have  been,  there 
was  a  deed  executed  subsequently,  and  upon  this  the  rights 
of  the  parties  must  now  stand.  There  is  no  recital  in  this 
deed  of  intention  of  any  kind,  and  therefore  the  question 
is  narrowed  to  the  very  words  of  the  covenant  itself  I 
had  at  first  an  inclination  of  opinion,  that,  if  the  words 
were  doubtful,  and  it  could  be  construed  in  favour  of  the 
Defendants,  the  general  rule  would  be  this,  that,  it  being 
equivalent  to  a  grant  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  the  con- 
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struction  must  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  grantor. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  another  rule  of  construc- 
tion well  established,  namely,  that  it  is  right  to  give  effect 
to  every  word,  if  it  can  reasonably  and  properly  be  done. 
I  do  not  feel,  therefore,  at  liberty  to  say  that  it  is  doubtful, 
if,  in  putting  one  construction  upon  this  covenant,  I  give 
complete  effect  to  all  the  words,  whereas  I  should  be  leav- 
ing a  portion  .of  the  words  without  effect  in  giving  to  the 
covenant  a  contrary  construction.  If  I  take  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Plaintiff,  I  strike  the  words  "  and  opposite  to 
the  plot  of  land"  out  of  the  covenant,  that  is,  the  cove- 
nant would  be  just  as  intelligible  in  the  sense  of  the  Plain- 
tiff without  those  words  as  with  them,  or,  indeed,  much 
clearer.  It  would  be  effective,  if  it  were  only  "  any  part 
of  the  land  lying  on  the  east  side  of  the  said  terrace." 
Those  words  alone  would  have  given  the  Plaintiff  the  right 
for  which  he  now  contends.  Am  I  at  liberty  to  say  that 
the  other  words  are  superfluous,  and  are  wholly  ineffective, 
and  are  merely  thrown  in  as  additional  description?  I  do 
not  think  that  that  would  be  a  sound  construction.  The 
phraseology  would  be  ill  selected.  What  I  should  have 
expected  to  find  would  have  been  "  lying  on  the  east  side 
of  the  terrace"  or  "opposite  to  the  terrace."  I  do  not  see 
why  the  definition  of  "  opposite"  should  be  confined  to  op- 
posite to  the  particular  piece  of  land  thereby  conveyed,  if 
the  parties  were  stipulating  to  have  the  whole  of  the  land 
unbuilt  upon  opposite  to  the  terrace.  If  that  were  the  in- 
tention, it  would  have  been  clearly  expressed  on  both 
sides,  and  there  would  not  have  been  a  distinct  reference 
to  the  particular  plot  of  land  conveyed.  The  construc- 
tion, therefore,  which  makes  every  word  operative  would 
be,  that  there  should  be  no  building  on  the  piece  of  land 
lying  to  the  east  of  the  terrace,  and  also  opposite  to  the 
plot  conveyed ;  and  then  the  word  "opposite"  becomes  more 
definite,  and  the  land  must  possess  both  the  qualities  of 
being  on  the  east  side  and  also  opposite.   The  scheme  was 
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that  this  gentleman,  being  minded  to  make  a  terrace,  and 
to  gire  to  every  person  some  land  opposite  to  his  house 
free  from  buildings,  makes  a  particular  covenant  with  each 
person  in  the  terrace  that  the  piece  of  land  opposite  to 
his  house  should  not  be  built  upon ;  and  if  the  terrace  had 
been  completed,  each  party  would  have  had  his  house  and 
a  piece  of  land  opposite  unbuilt  upon ;  and,  in  a  certain 
sense,  though  very  inadequately,  there  would  have  been  a 
security  that  the  whole  land  should  not  be  built  upon; 
but  in  that  case  every  one  would  have  had  to  rely  upon 
his  neighbour,  as  either  of  them  might  have  released  his 
covenant,  and  it  might  have  been  reduced  to  this,  that 
one  might  be  left  with  only  a  strip  of  land  opposite  un- 
built upon,  to  enable  him  to  look  from  his  own  windows 
to  the  distant  country,  and  to  obtain  light  and  air.  That 
would  be  a  very  improbable  agreement ;  still  it  is  not  a 
benefit  to  be  altogether  despised,  or  so  utterly  improbable 
a  contract  as  to  authorise  me  to  give  a  more  extended 
operation  to  the  covenant.  I  am  therefore  compelled  to 
come  to  the  conclusion,  looking  to  the  absence  of  the  reci- 
tal of  an  intention  that  the  whole  of  the  land  should  not  be 
built  upon,  and  to  the  covenant  alone,  and  the  effect  which 
I  am  bound  to  give  to  every  word  if  it  can  have  a  distinct 
legal  bearing  and  is  not  mere  tautology,  I  am  reluctantly 
compelled  to  decide,  that  the  meaning  is  such  as  I  have  de- 
scribed, and  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  relief 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  he  should  be  involved  in  this 
litigation,  which  would  be  justified  by  his  view  of  the  mat- 
ter; but  the  whole  contest  turning  on  the  legal  construc- 
tion of  the  deed,  and  there  being  no  bad  faith  suggested 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  I  am  bound  to  say,  that  if 
a  litigation,  on  the  construction  of  a  doubtful  instrument, 
not  being  a  will  but  a  deed,  is  decided  against  the  Plain- 
tiff, he  cannot  throw  the  expenses  on  the  other  parties; 
and  I  must  therefore  dismiss  this  bill,  with  costs. 


1853. 
Patcuino 

V. 

Dubbins. 
Judffment. 
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XOV.M.  KAVANAGH  v.  MORLAND. 

iTtf^r,*.        JL  HIS  was  a  special  case,  submitting  to  the  Court  the 


question  whether  Ann  Mcidi^i  took  an  estate  for  life,  or 
an  estate  in  tail  in  part  of  the  lands  belonging  to  Moat 
A  dyriw  to  A.   HoHsey  under  the  will  of  Janies  MasMl     The  will  in 
rif  ,4,     question  was  dated  the  17th  of  November,  1789,  and,  so 


!i«^!m!^^  far  as  material,  was  in  the  following  wonls : — 

WtvM^SLi  I  Si^'^  ^'^^'^  ™y  grand-daughter  -li?fi  MaskeU,  during 
Sk*  ***t£lNr  ^^*  ^'^"^^  '•^  ^^'^  natural  life,  all  my  copyhold  estates  lying 
pudiMim  in  the  several  parishes  of  BradurtlL  T^in^ham,  Ashelkamy 
kwA««M«ftx  &Hi<Am(fiwlii»r«  ^^faeyitif  Briphnnsed.  or  elsewhere.  AIso^  I 
Itu^^ZmU^  gire  and  bequeath  unto  my  loring  wife  Alice,  and  my 
^ iM^ti^F  ■•  ji^M  jiTTmndHlaugfater  Ann.  durinsr  the  term  of  their  natQ- 
«»  «tt  «mI  4it-  rml  Uxes.  all  my  frei^old  and  leasehold  estates,  whatsoerer 
^!!|1i*Wm  m^  wheresoever,  BnMduyfC-hall  and  We^hridt  leases  ex- 
At^?i.^t  c^eJ.  which  shall  be  put  off  by  public  auction  as  5cm>ii 
c* ,  «^  4*1  as  can  be  after  my  decease,  by  my  executors  hen^inafter 
Witft*£^a^«iM  named,  likewise  all  my  stock,  cn»p,  and  fiuroung  uteosilsw 
S^TalrtM  -^'^'^  '  ?^^  ^"^^  ^-^  ^"^  ?ranl-daurfx&fr  A%m  and  her 
i»  W  *Md  «2t  *ssi«as  all  my  ready  mi»nies  and  securities  tor  mocdes,  to 
«M»0f  £>(.>-  b^  pldbced  out  lu  the  public  fiiad;?  by  my  said  exectxcur 
^S*^^Ji^  heceiaafter  oujuiMd.  for  her  s*.»Ie  use  and  beaelit:  but  in  case 
^;  '<^^^  JUT  said  loving  wife  should  marry,  thea  she  to  hav^?  her 
marria^  ^ctiemeat — vii  L^yinuts  Lauds  aad  premisiis  ia 


tfce  ocvttpacic»a  ot  Thot-n*z^  S^^Udier^  aaxi  Wjxts   ijx  own   ^ 
pMr^'itMb^    v^xupicioa;  aad  I  rirtier  rive  uuco  her  my  said  lovia:; 

IMC  AaiHwr 

Z"  iT^  **  lift  ^•^  *»  »  ^**  ^***  **  *-  **.*'*^  *  "^  *  :*  *  ^•^^ 
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▼ife,  during  her  life,  my  mansion-house,  with  the  lands 
and  premises  belonging  to  the  same,  called  or  known  by 
tbe  name  of  the  Moat  House,  lying  in  the  parish  of  South- 
weald,  with  all  the  com,  stock,  crop,  farming  utensils,  and 
bousehold  furniture  that  shall  be  on  the  said  premises  at 
the  time  of  her  marriage;  and  in  case  my  sister  Susannah, 
wife  of  Z).  M.  Dermott,  of  Southminster,  surgeon,  should 
sunriTe  my  said  loving  wife,  then  I  give  imto  my  said  sis- 
ter, daring  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  all  that  farm,  lands, 
and  premises  called  Leggatt's,  in  the  occupation  of  Thomas 
Butcher.  And  I  further  will  and  desire  that  my  said 
loving  wife  and  grand-daughter  do  go  and  dwell  in  the 
brickt  house  in  TUlingham,  and  that  brickt  stables  and 
coach-house  be  built,  and  my  carriage  and  horses  kept 
for  the  use  of  my  said  loving  wife  and  grand  daugh- 
ter. And  I  further  will  and  desire  that  all  my  business 
be  carried  on  by  my  executor  and  executrix,  (except  as 
before  excepted),  for  the  genteel  maintenance  of  my  said 
wife  and  grand-daughter;  and  what  profits  there  shall  be 
at  every  end  of  the  year,  afler  paying  my  executor  for  his 
trouble,  shall  be  placed  out  as  my  aforesaid  ready  monies, 
and  for  the  same  purpose.  Also,  my  will  and  desire  is,  that, 
if  my  said  grandrdaiLghter  should  die  leaving  issue,  then  I 
give  unto  her  said  issue  (after  the  death  of  my  wife  and 
fister)  ali  my  said  freehold  and  copyhold  lands,  to  be  dis- 
trindedhetween  them  share  and  share  alike,  as  three  gentle- 
^nen  learned  in  the  law,  or  a  major  part  of  them,  shall  affix 
the  same;  but  in  case  my  said  grand-daughter  should  die 
leaving  no  is^ue,  (and  after  the  death  of  my  said  loving 
wife,)  then  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  minister,  church- 
wardens, and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  TUling- 
ham for  the  time  being,  all  my  freehold  and  copyhold  and 
leasehold  estates,  whatsoever  and  wheresover,  (Leggatt's 
excepted,  if  my  said  sister  be  living,)  likewise  all  ready- 
monies,  securities  for  monies,  with  all  my  stock,  crop, 
tc.,  in  trust  that  they,  the  said  minister,  churchward- 
VOL.  L  c  B.  K.  w. 
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ens  and  overseers  do  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same,  and 
to  give  proper  receipts  and  discharges;  and,  after  such 
sale,  the  monies  arising  therefrom,  after  the  paying  the 
cost  and  charges  of  such  sale  and  my  said  trustees  for 
their  trouble,  shall  be,  by  my  said  trustees,  equally  divided 
between  the  grand-children  of  my  sister  Sarah,  the  wife 
of  James  Htmt,  of  Bradwell,  both  deceased,  and  the  grand- 
children of  my  sister  Mary,  the  wife  of  John  Bull,  of  Brad- 
well,  likewise  both  deceased,  share  and  share  alike;  but  if 
my  sister  Susannah  should  out-live  my  said  grand-daughter, 
then  LeggatCs  not  to  he  sold  till  after  the  decease  of  my 
sister;  but  after  her  decease  the  said  premises  to  be  sold, 
and  the  money  arising  from  such  sale  to  be  distributed 
amongst  the  said  grand-children  share  and  share  alike. 

The  testator  died  in  1790;  Susannah  Dermott,  in  1798. 
The  testator's  widow  Alice  married  again,  and  died  in 
1817,  leaving  Ann  Maskell  surviving. 

The  Plaintiff,  in  the  special  case,  claimed  to  be  entitled 
to  the  land  in  question,  on  the  ground  that  Ann  Maskell 
was  tenant  in  tail  thereof  under  the  will.  The  Defend- 
ant had  contracted  to  purchase  the  land,  but  had  raised 
this  objection  to  the  title,  on  which  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  was  now  sought. 


Argument.  Mr.  TT.  M.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JJ.  F.  Bristowe  for  the 
Plaintiff. — The  effect  of  this  will  is  to  give  to  Ann  Maskell, 
the  testator's  grand-daughter,  an  estate  tail  in  the  devised 
premises.  The  devise  is  to  her  for  life,  with  a  limitation, 
mediately  or  immediately,  to  the  issue  she  should  leave; 
and  the  word  "issue"  in  a  will  is  equivalent  to  "heirs  of 
the  body,"  and  therefore  the  two  limitations  coalesce,  ac- 
cording to  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case. 

It  may  possibly  be  objected,  that,  if  the  widow  of  the 
testator  married  again,  that  would  determine  the  joint 
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life-estate  of  Ann  MasheU  in  part  of  the  property,  which, 
in  that  case,  was  to  belong  to  the  widow.  But  that  point 
-iras  detennined  in  Curtia  v.  Price  (a),  where  a  limitation 
by  deed  to  the  use  of  a  widow  for  life  if  she  continued  un- 
marriedy  and  an  ultimate  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  her 
body,  were  held  to  unite,  notwithstanding  the  possibility 
that  the  estate  during  widowhood  might  determine  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  widow. 

Another  argument  may  be,  that  the  ultimate  devise  here 
b  to  the  issue  which  Ann  MaskeU  may  leave  at  her  death; 
and,  therefore,  that  the  class  is  only  ascertainable  at  her 
death,  and  that  the  limitation  is  consequently  a  contingent 
remainder  to  such  issue.  But  this  is  answered  by  the  case  of 
Shaw  V.  Weigh  (6),  which  is  reported  on  appeal  by  the  name 
o{  Sparrow  v.  8haw(c),  where  the  devise  was  to  the  tes- 
tator's sisters  for  life,  and  if  either  should  die  leaving  issue 
or  issues  then  intrust  for  such  issue  or  issues;  and  if  both 
the  sisters  should  die  without  issue,  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
issue  or  issues  should  die  without  issue  or  issues,  gift  over; 
and  the  House  of  Lords  held  that  the  sisters  took  estates 
tail  (d).  So  where  the  gift  to  the  ancestor  was  "  for  the 
term  only  of  his  natural  life :"  Doe  d.  Cock  v.  Cooper  (e). 
The  cases  which  should  govern  this  are  Doe  d.  Blandford 
V.  Applin(f)f  where  a  gift  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  "  to  and 
amongst  his  issue,  and  in  default  of  issue"  over,  was  held  to 
give  him  an  estate  tail ;  and  the  case  of  Doe  d.  OaUini  v.  GoZ- 
lini{g\  and  Ward  v.  BevilQi),  where  the  devise  was  to  one 
for  life,  and  in  case  he  has  issue,  that  they  should  jointly 
inherit,  if  he  die  without  issue,  over. 

Then  the  words  of  distribution  in  the  gift  to  the  issue 
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(a)  12Ve8.89. 
(5)2Str.798. 
(c)3Bro.P.C.120. 
((i)  But  see  Prior  on  Issue,  p. 
184,  and  Willes,  348. 


{e)  1  East,  229. 
(/)  4T.K.82. 

(g)  6  B.  &  Ad.  621 ;  3  A.  &  E. 
340. 

(A)  lY.&J.  512. 

C2 


^^^^      ^fts  to  o-  ifmoretrxau  ^^^  over, 

^:^«     lawfully  ^^''^it  ^ot  leave  any  ^^'^^t  S-  t^o^  ^ 

jno^        "^  ^   Rucastle^^^'  *  ^Yiat  case,  J»"'       ,  tneatis 

^"^'-^      cannon  v^  i*  ^^g^ent  ^-J^t-^^^e'  iu  a  ^'^^^^ieh 

estate  tail.    1»^  ^be  ^o'd  i^  therein  ^«V^ 

.Keir8ofthebody,^^^^^^^^,,eon^ru 
^  inconsistent,  o  ^^^^^  ^.e^ail. 

^Sfce«e!/'»<^'""''    .      ^^  given -be'- XdWidea 
Tbe  same  --X .o'::!^^'-  ^J^^  "^^  ^• 

parr  v.5««""      .    Qreenwoo*  v- 
flitnitatioti.  »* 

i8  as  to  tne  V  ( 1 Y  &  C.,  Excib,  589. 
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to  the  issue  of  ^tin  Maskdl.  The  direction  that  the  estate 
should  be  distributed  between  the  issue,  share  and  share 
alike,  as  three  gentlemen  should  appoint,  makes  it  a  gift 
to  the  issue  as  purchasers.  This  was  decided  in  Hockley  v. 
Mavjbey{a\  where  the  limitation  was  to  " Richard  Russdl 
and  his  issue  lawfully  begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  to  be  di- 
vided among  them  as  he  should  think  fit,"  with  a  gift  over; 
concerning  which.  Lord  TTiurlaw  in  his  judgment  says, 
"The  limitation  to  the  son  and  his  issue  would  be  an  estate 

tail but  it  is  clear  he  did  not  intend  it  to  go  to  them  as 

heirs  in  tail,  for  he  meant  thej  should  take  distributively 
and  according  to  proportions  to  be  fixed  by  the  son." 
This  case  was  referred  to  as  an  authority  for  a  like  con- 
struction by  Aldersony  E,  in  Lees  v.  Modey(b)\  but  that 
case  is  not  exactly  in  point,  for  there  was  no  gift  over  upon 
an  indefinite  failure  of  issue. 
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A  similar  case  respecting  personal  property  is  Target 
V.  Gaunt  (o),  in  the  judgment  in  which  it  is  said  by  Lord 
Chancellor  Parker  "  dying  without  issue  has  two  senses: 
1st  A  vulgar  sense;  and  that  is  dying  without  issue  living 
^t  the  time  of  his  death :  2ndly.  A  legal  sense;  and  that 
is  whenever  there  is  a  failure  of  issue.^'    So,  in  Leeming  v. 
SherraU{d)^  where  the  words  were  "  to  be  disposed  of  in 
such  manner  as  she  should  direct  to  their  issue,  but  in 
case  they  should  die  without  issue,''  over;  the  bequest  was 
held  to  be  limited  to  issue  living  at  the  death,  and  the 
gift  over  to  refer  to  the  same  objects,  as  if  the  words  had 
been  "  in  case  they  die  without  such  issue."    In  Crozier 
V.  Crozi&r  (e),  the  devise  was  to  J.  C.  for  life,  remainder  to 
"  the  issue,  male  and  female,  of  J,  C,  now  begotten  or  to 
be  begotten  on  the  body  of  his  present  wife  if.,  to  be  di- 
vided between  and  amongst  them  in  such  manner,  shares, 
and  proportions  as  the  said  J.  C,  shall  appoint."    There  was 


(a)  1  Ve8.jun.  142. 

(6)  1  Y.  &  a,  Exch.,  610. 

(c)  1  P.  Wma.  432. 


(cQ  2  Hare,  14. 

(«)  3  Dru.  &  War.  373. 
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there  no  gift  over  on  failure  of  issue,  but  issue  was  constru 
to  mean  children,  and  they  took  as  purchasers  absolute 
[The  Vice-Chancelloe. — The  Lord-Chancellor  there  la 
stress  on  the  fact  of  their  issue  taking  the  whole  interes 
By  virtue  of  the  power  of  appointment  the  issue  in  tl 
case  take  the  whole  interest;  that  is  evidently  the  tesi 
tor's  intention,  and  it  must  be  carried  into  effect  either 
giving  to  the  issue  an  estate  in  fee  or  in  tail  If  the  intc 
tion  be  sufficiently  expressed  in  the  gift  to  the  issue  thei 
selves,  they  take  a  fee  simple;  if  the  intention  be  only  c 
pressed  in  the  gift  over,  then  it  is  effected  by  giving 
the  ancestor  an  estate  tail  [The  Vice-Chancbllor. — B 
the  gift  is  in  this  case  to  the  issue  equally  as  tenants 
common ;  the  power  of  appointment  is  only  to  affix  t 
actual  lands  to  be  taken  by  each.]  The  words  of  the  pen 
point  to  a  permanent  division  among  the  issue,  not  mere 
among  them  as  tenants  in  common  for  life.  [The  Vic 
Chancellor. — In  Crozier  v.  Crozier  (a),  the  words  of  t 
power  were  "  in  such  manner,  shares,  and  proportions. 
The  word  "  manner"  no  doubt  points  more  clearly  to  t 
interest  to  be  given;  but  the  word  "  affix"  seems  to  be 
word  implying  a  gift  of  a  permanent  interest. 


Then,  the  words  importing  a  tenancy  in  common  a 
important  in  favour  of  my  construction,  nowithstandi 
Doe  V.  Rucaade  (b).  [The  Vice-Chancbllor. — That  seei 
to  be  a  strong  decision,  although  no  doubt  of  consideral 
authority.]  As  to  general  and  particular  intention,  whc 
there  are  words  of  tenancy  in  common  and  a  gift  over,  t 
judgment  of  Parke,  B.,  in  Slater  v.  Dangerfield  (c),  is  vc 
important :  "  The  gift  over  in  the  cases  where  that  has  be 
relied  on,  has  always  been  a  gift  over  expressly  in  default 
issue;  and  its  importance  in  helping  the  Court  to  come  t< 
decision  has  depended  entirely  on  the  circumstance,  that 
has  been  to  take  effect  only  on  a  general  failure  of  issi 

(a)  3  Dru.  &  War.  373.  {b)  8  C  B.  87a 

(c)  16  M.  &  W.  263. 
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lether  the  language  has  always  been  such  as  fairly  to 
rrant  the  Court  in  saying  that  the  devise  over  was  to 
:e  effect  only  on  a  general  failure  of  issue,  and  so,  rea- 
ing  backwards,  to  infer  that  in  the  original  devise  the 
rd  *  issue'  meant  issue  extended  through  all  generations, 
7  be  matter  of  doubt;  but  it  is  quite  clear,  that  the  tenor 
the  reasoning  on  which,  in  these  cases,  the  Judges  have 
»ceeded,  cannot  be  applied  to  a  general  residuary  devise 
all  not  previously  disposed  of"  So  in  Montgomery  v. 
migomery{a).  In  this  case  the  gift  over  is  upon  a  failure 
issue,  not  indefinite;  which,  in  Slai^r  y.  Dangerfidd(b\ 
put  upon  the  same  footing  as  a  case  in  which  there  is  no 
k  over,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  effect  to  be 
ren  to  the  words  importing  tenancy  in  common  in  the 
3Yious  gift  to  the  issue. 

In  many  cases  a  gift  over,  in  form  indefinite,  has  been 
stricted  by  other  words  in  the  will  In  Doe  d.  King 
Fro8t{c)y  the  devise  was  to  W.  F.  in  fee;  and  if  W.  F. 
ihould  have  no  child,  children,  or  issue,  the  said  estate 
on  the  decease  of  the  said  W.  F.,  to  become  the  property 
the  heir-at-law;"  and  W.  F,,  it  was  decided,  took  an 
tate  in  fee,  with  an  executory  devise  over  to  the  person 
lo,  on  the  happening  of  the  event  contemplated,  might 
the  testator's  heir.    A  similar  case  is  Ex  parte  Daviesid). 

Another  class  of  cases  are,  where  the  limitation  over  is 
terms  which  cannot  relate  to  an  indefinite  failure  of  is- 
e,  as  where  money  is  directed  to  be  paid  according  to 
e  appointment  of  the  party  whose  issue  is  to  fail;  and 
ere  the  gift  over  has  been  held  to  mean  "  issue  living  at 
e  death:"  Doe  v.  Webber (e))  or  money  is  to  be  paid  in  a 
nited  period  after  the  death  of  the  person  whose  issue 
to  fail,  as  NichoUa  v.  Hooper{f\  Pinbury  v.  Elkin{g), 
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(a)  3J.  &L.47. 
(6)  15M.  &W.  263. 
(c)  3  B.  &  Aid.  546. 
{d)  2Sim.,  N.S.,  114. 


(e)  1  B.  &  Aid.  713. 
(/)  1  P.  Wms.  198. 
(ff)  1  P.  Wms.  663. 
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The  terms  of  the  gift  over  here  come  exactly  within  the 
observation  made  in  the  judgment  in  Massey  v  Hudsonia)^ 
which  amounts  to  this,  that  a  gift  to  the  survivor  of  two 
persons  after  the  death  of  one  without  issue,  furnishes  a 
strong  presumption  that  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue  could 
not  be  in  the  testator's  contemplation:  Hughes  Y.Sayer(b), 
In  this  case  the  words  **  LeggaU*s  not  to  be  sold  till  after 
the  decease  of  mj  said  sister"  shew  that  the  failure  of 
issue  contemplated  must  take  place  at  the  death  of  the 
grand-daughter. 

Mr.  W.  M.  JameSy  Q.  C,  in  reply. 


JvdgmenL       ViCB-ChaNCELLOB  SiB  W.  P.  WoOD  : — 

This  case  has  been  extremely  well  argued,  and  every 
possible  point  has  been  suggested;  but  the  rules  are  so 
firmly  settled,  that  I  do  not  wish  to  throw  any  doubt 
upon  them  by  delaying  my  judgment  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  this  wilL  The  cases  upon  several  points  are  clear: 
Firsts  the  word  "  issue"  is  a  word  which  primi  facie  would 
be  taken  as  equivalent  to  "  heirs  of  the  body;"  but  in  con- 
struing the  word  "  issue"  by  other  expressions  in  the  will, 
the  Courts  have,  in  applying  the  rule  in  Shdley's  case  to 
these  limitations,  considered  that  word  more  flexible  than 
"  heirs  of  the  body." 

The  next  point  is,  that  if  there  be  a  devise  to  one 
for  life  and  then  to  his  issue,  with  words  of  limitation 
superadded,  as  to  his  ^'  issue  and  their  heirs,"  then  accord- 
ing to  the  decision  of  Lord  St  Leonard's  in  the  case  of 
Montgomery  v.  Montgomery  (c),  the  issue  are  considered 
to  take  as  purchasers,  and  the  whole  estate  is  given 
to  them  under  these  words  of  limitation. 

Again,  if  there  be  a  gift  to  the  issue,  and  a  limitation  in 
(a)  2  Mer.  130.         (b)  I  P.  Wms.  634.      .  (c)  3  J.  &  L.  47. 
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the  will  with  reference  to  them,  which  has  the  effect  of 
giving  to  them  the  fee  simple,  then,  if  there  be  a  gift  over 
in  case  of  dying  without  issue,  the  gift  over  affords  no  evi- 
dence of  intention  to  justify  the  application  of  the  rule  in 
Shdlejfs  case,  because  the  fee  was  in  the  issue,  and  the 
Words  "dying  without  issue"  are  consequently  held  to 
inean  only  such  issue  as  were  before  mentioned;  as  in  the 
cases  of  Hocldey  v.  Mawbey  (a),  and  Leeming  v.  Sherratt  (6). 
But  it  must  first  be  made  out  that  the  fee  is  in  the  issue 
as  purchasers.     If  that  be  not  so,  and  words  occur  import- 
ing a  gift  over  in  fee  after  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue, 
then  the  words  giving  over  the  property  in  the  event  of  an 
indefinite  failure  of  issue  have  been  held  to  be  so  strongly 
indicative  of  the  intention  of  the  testator,  that  the  estate 
should  not  pass  over  except  upon  failure  of  all  the  issue, 
tbat  those  words  are  made  to  reflect  back  upon  the  preced- 
ing limitations  to  the  issue,  and  have  this  effect,  namely, 
that  if  the  limitations  to  the  issue  do  not  of  themselves 
clearly  effect  the  intention  of  the  testator  of  not  giving 
over  the  property  until  the  issue  fail,  that  is,  if  for  want 
of  superadded  words  of  limitation  they  would  take  life  es- 
tates as  purchasers  only,  and  therefore  the  gift  to  them 
cannot  effect  the  general  intention,  the  Court  is  obliged  to 
construe  the  word  "issue"  in  the  original  gift  as  a  word  of 
limitation,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  the  gene- 
ral intention  implied  from  the  gift  over. 

This  rule,  that  the  general  intention  must  be  effectuated 
by  the  sacrifice  of  the  particular  intention,  is  only  an  ap- 
plication of  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case^  where,  although  the 
particular  intent  is  clearly  expressed  that  the  ancestor 
should  take  for  life  only,  those  words  do  not  make  the 
matter  any  stronger.  That  particular  intention  is  over- 
ruled because  of  the  paramount  intention ;  and  there  not 
being  such  a  gift  to  the  issue  as  would  carry  the  whole  es- 
tate to  them  eventually,  the  Court  is  consequently  obliged 


1853. 


JudgmenU 


(a)  1  Ves.  jun.  142. 


(b)  2  Hare,  14. 
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1853.        t^  imply  an  estate  tail  in  the  parent,  and  thus  approach  as 
nearly  as  possible  to  the  general  intention  of  the  wilL 

How  far  that  may  have  been  originally  a  sound  rule, 
Jvdgment,     looking  at  the  effect  of  fines  and  recoveries,  it  is  now  too 
late  to  consider.     The  rule  is  now  well  established. 

In  looking  at  a  will  of  this  kind,  I  must  first  consider 
whether,  by  the  original  gift  to  the  issue,  they  take  an 
absolute  interest;  in  which  case  there  would  be  no  neces- 
sity to  imply  an  estate  tail  in  the  parent  in  order  to  pre- 
vent the  gift  over  taking  effect  until  a  complete  failure  of 
the  issue.  But,  secondly,  if  I  do  not  find  such  an  original 
gift,  I  must  consider  whether  there  is  a  gift  over  on  an  in- 
definite failure  of  issue;  and  whether  the  testator  had 
that  general  intention,  without  which  I  cannot  alter  the 
limitation,  which,  standing  alone,  would  be  a  limitation  to 
them  as  purchasers  for  life  only. 

Mr.  Prior  says,  first,  that  the  issue  take  as  purchasers, 
because  in  Hockley  v.  Mawhey  (a)  and  Leeming  v.  Sher- 
ratt  (6),  and  other  similar  cases,  particularly  Crozier  v. 
Crozier(c)y  where  there  was  a  power  of  appointment  among 
the  issue  of  the  original  tenant  for  life  of  the  whole  fee 
simple,  and  then  a  gift  to  the  objects  of  the  power  of 
only  a  life  interest,  the  Court  held  very  reasonably,  if 
I  may  presume  to  say  so,  that  the  gift  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment must  be  equivalent  to  the  interest  which  might 
be  conferred  under  the  power  of  appointment;  and  although 
the  gift  in  default  of  appointment  standing  alone  would 
not  have  given  the  fee  to  the  devisees,  yet  they  must  take 
the  fee,  which  there  was  a  power  to  appoint ;  and  thus  it 
comes  to  the  common  case  of  an  ordinary  gift  in  fee. 

But  I  must  try  whether  there  is  in  this  case  such  a 
power  of  appointment  as  would  authorise  a  gift  in  fee. 
Part  of  the  words  are  "  all  my  said  freehold  and  copyhold 

(a)  1  Ves.  jim.  142.        (b)  2  Hare,  14.        (c)  6  Dru.  &  War.  373. 
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lands  to  be  distributed  between  them  share  and  share 
alike."  These  words  clearly  would  make  the  devisees 
tenants  in  common  for  life.  The  will  continues,  ''as 
three  gentlemen  learned  in  the  law,  or  a  major  part  of 
them,  shall  affix  the  same.''  Now,  by  these  words,  no 
power  is  given  to  the  appointors  to  give  any  estate  to  the 
parties.  Their  estate  is  limited  by  the  words  "  share  and 
share  alike"  to  be  equal  estates  for  life  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon. By  the  power  these  gentlemen  are  to  affix  the  land 
in  severalty  among  them,  to  hold  in  common — that  is,  to 
measure  out  and  apportion  the  particular  property  each  is 
to  hold.  If  I  give  land  to  three  persons  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, with  a  power  to  A,  to  partition  it  among  them,  that 
would  not  extend  their  life  interest  to  a  fee.  These  words 
point  to  nothing  beyond  that  There  is  no  authority  vest- 
ed in  these  gentlemen  to  confer  any  estate  or  to  do  more 
than  to  distribute  the  particular  lands  which  the  devisees 
were  to  hold  in  severalty. 


1863. 


Juddment, 


The  only  question  which  remains  is,  whether  the  gift 
over  was  on  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue.  The  first  words 
are  clear:  "  But  in  case  my  said  grand-daughter  should  die 
leaving  no  issue,  and  after  the  death  of  my  said  loving 
wife,  then  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  minister,  church- 
wardens, and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Tilling- 
ham  for  the  time  being,  all  my  freehold  and  copyhold  and 
leasehold  estates,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  (Leggatt's  ex- 
cepted, if  my  said  sister  be  living)."  Mr.  Prior,  who  very 
properly  never  attempts  to  argue  an  untenable  point  settled 
by  authority,  did  not  rely  upon  those  words  in  any  way. 
Standing  alone,  they  merely  mean  subject  to  the  life  in- 
terest of  the  wife  as  to  one  part  of  the  property,  and  of  the 
sister  as  to  Leggatt's,  Then  the  said  trustees  are  to  sell  and 
divide  the  proceeds  between  the  grandchildren  of  the  tes- 
tator s  sisters  Sarah  and  Mary,  both  deceased,  share  and 
share  alike;  and  this  being  an  absolute  interest,  the  will 
then  continues :  "  But  if  my  sister  Susannah  should  outlive 
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XKj  said  grand-daughter,  then  Leggatt's  not  to  be  sold  till 
after  the  decease  of  my  said  sister/'  Now,  Mr.  Prior  ob- 
serves upon  that,  this  estate  is  not  to  be  sold  if  the  sister 
should  outlive  the  grand- daughter;  and  therefore  he  raises 
an  inference  that  the  sale  was  intended  to  take  place  on  the 
death  of  the  grand-daughter,  and  contemporaneously  with 
that  event;  for  the  testator  had  provided,  that,  if  the  sister 
should  outlive  the  grand-daughter,  the  sale  was  to  be  post- 
poned. I  cannot,  by  a  mere  inference,  so  limit  the  de- 
vise. It  might  be  that  the  contrary  event  might  have  taken 
place.  Susannah  might  not  outlive  the  grand-daughter, 
the  grand-daughter  might  die  leaving  issue,  and,  in  that 
event,  it  would  be  consistent  with  the  general  intention 
of  this  will  to  say  that  the  sale  should  not  take  place 
until  after  the  failure  of  that  issue.  The  circumstance 
probably  only  then  occurred  to  the  mind  of  the  testator, 
just  as  in  a  previous  part  of  the  will,  where  he  says,  if  my 
sister  be  living.  He  means  here  to  say,  "  but  remember, 
whenever  the  event  takes  place,  all  this  is  done  sub- 
ject to  the  life  interest  of  my  sister  Susannah,"  It  does 
not  carry  it  higher  than  in  the  other  case.  All  that  can 
be  said  is,  there  is  something  tending  to  shew,  that,  in  the 
view  of  the  testator,  there  might  be  a  sale  immediately 
after  the  grand-daughter's  death;  but,  as  in  the  other  case, 
if  it  should  happen  that  the  sister  should  die  in  the  life- 
time of  the  grand-daughter,  the  sale  should  not  take  place 
till  after  her  death  and  the  failure  of  issue.  I  think 
there  is  not  enough  to  fix  so  clearly  the  period  of  division 
to  be  at  the  grand-daughter's  death  as  to  overrule  the  set- 
tled principle.  Then  it  comes  back  to  this,  there  is  a  gift 
over  on  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue  with  a  gift  to  the  issue 
too  weak  in  itself  to  confer  more  than  an  estate  for  life, 
and  a  gift  over  in  default  of  issue ;  it,  therefore,  clearly 
comes  within  the  decision  in  Doe  d.  Bland/ord  y.Applin(d). 
There  must  be  a  declaration  that  Ann  Haskell  took  an 
estate  in  tail  in  the  land  in  question  under  the  will, 
(a)  4  T.  R  82. 
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Y  an  indenture  made  the  12th  of  September,  1843,  be-  DiamuaOimg 
tveen  Oeorge  David  Oriffith  of  the  first  part,  Benjamin  ttrtustion-^Oper- 
Evans  and  Benjamin  Griffith  Evans  of  the  second  part,  Jane  ^^^^J^^II^ 
ifartAa  «7o7)e«  of  the  third  part,  and  2%oma«  If  oraan  of  the  _    

/.        i_  .  .  .      .  By  a  diaentafl- 

fourth  part     After  reciting,  that,  by  certain  indentures  of  ing  deed  under 
lease  and  release,  dated  respectively  the  23rd  and  24th  of  R^^ri^'xct, 
June,  1813,  being  a  settlement  made  previous  to  the  mar-  ^7/3^^ 
riage  then  intended,  and  soon  afterwards  solemnised,  be-  citing  that  a. 
tween  Benjamin  Evans  and  EaMer  Oriffith,  the  heredita-  life,  with  re- 
ments  and  premises  therein  described,  called  EgVu)swrw  and  S^^^f^^if* 
Vrochest,  were  conveyed  to  Essex  Bowen  and  John  Evans^  ^^^  «*»*«• 

therein  con* 

their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  use  of  Cold)  Evans,  father  prised,  and  that 
of  the  said  Benjamin  Evans,  and  his  heirs,  until  the  solem-  ^^j^  ^  pay  a 
nisation  of  the  said  intended  marriage,  and  after  the  solem-  y^^^  ]M^t 
Disation  thereof,  as  to  Eghvswrw,  to  the  use  of  the  said  Ci,  who  had 
Caleb  Evans  and  his  assigns  for  life;  and  subject  thereto,  Tanoethat  itmi, 
as  to  both  Eglwswrw  and  Vrochest,  to  the  use  of  Benjor  ^  jJjoiSg^ 
min  Evans  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  said  Jl>e  deed,  which 

he  had  also 

Easter  Oriffiih  for  her  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  agreed  to  do; 
the  said  Essex  Bowen  and  John  Evans,  and  their  heirs,  f^taire8Uit«i 
during  the  lives  of  the  said  Benjamin  Evans  and  Easter  ^^l^'  ^^ 
Griffith,  his  intended  wife,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  inheritance  in 
them,  upon  trust  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  >i.  and b. joint- 
remainder  to  the  use  of  WiUiam  Bowen  and  Thomm  Lewis,  1^^°  ^tet  *^* 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  term  *°d  *^  ^^  "»- 

1         .       ^         ,        terestof^.and 

of  one  thousand  years,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  de-  b.  therein,  to 
clared ;  and  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of  the  first  son  of  y^'to  secure 
the  said  Benjamin  Evans  and  Easter  Griffith  to  be  be-  Jj*  ^JSJ'^®?* 
gotten,  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  first  son  law-  interest,  with 

remainder  to  ul. 

for  life,  remain- 
der to  i?.  in  fee.  In  fiict  A.  was  tenant  in  tail,  not  tenant  for  life,  of  one  of  the  two  estates: — Hdd^ 
that  the  conveyance  being  fer  valuable  consideration  as  to  both  D.  and  C,  the  tenant  in  tail  under 
it^s  entafl  could  not  be  heard  to  say  that  such  entail  was  not  barred  by  the  deed,  the  intention  to 
convey  the  whole  fee  simple  in  the  property  so  entailed  being  sufficiently  expressed,  and  the  operative 
words  of  the  disentailing  deed  being  Urge  enough  to  bar  such  entail 
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fiilly  issuing,  with  divers  remainders  over.  And  as  to  the 
said  term  of  one  thousand  years  thereinbefore  limited  to 
the  said  William  Bowen  and  Thomas  Lewis,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  it  was  declared  that  the  same 
was  so  limited  to  them  upon  trust,  in  case  the  said  Easter 
Oriffith  should  have  issue  by  the  said  Benjamin  Evans  any 
other  child  or  children  besides  an  eldest  or  only  child, 
whether  the  same  should  be  a  son  or  daughter,  then  the 
said  William,  Bowen  and  Thomas  Lewis,  their  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  at  any  time  after  the  decease  of 
the  said  Benjamin  Evans  and  Easter  Griffith,  or  in  their 
lifetime,  or  in  the  lifetime  of  the  survivor  of  them,  with 
their,  his,  or  her  consent  first  had  in  writing,  should,  by 
sale  or  mortgage  of  the  said  term  of  one  thousand  years, 
or  the  premises  therein  comprised,  or  any  part  thereof, 
levy  and  raise  the  sum  of  one  thousand  pounds  for  the 
portion  or  portions  of  such  daughter  or  daughters,  younger 
son  or  sons  of  the  body  of  the  said  Easter  Griffith  by  the 
said  Benjamin  Evans  to  be  begotten,  to  be  paid  to  them 
at  such  times  and  in  such  manner  as  were  therein  particu- 
larly mentioned ;  and  reciting  that  the  said  marriage  was 
soon  afterwards  solemnised  between  the  said  Benjamin 
Evans  and  Easter  Griffith,  and  that  the  said  Caleb  Evans 
and  Easter  Evans  had  long  since  departed  this  life;  and 
reciting  a  mortgage  of  the  life  interest  of  the  said  Benja- 
min Evans  for  14001,  and  that  the  mortgagee  had  since 
died,  leaving  George  David  Griffith  his  heir-at-law  and  ex- 
ecutor; and  reciting  that  the  said  Benjamin  Griffith  Evans 
was  the  eldest  son  and  heir  of  the  body  of  the  said  Ben- 
jamin Evans,  and  cw  such  eldest  son  was  entitled  to  an 
estate  tail  in  remainder  immediately  expectant  upon  the 
decease  of  the  said  Benjamin  Evans  in  the  messuages, 
lands,  and  hereditaments  thereby  granted  and  released, 
or  intended  so  to  be;  and  that  there  remained  due  and 
owing  to  the  said  George  David  Griffith,  as  such  executor 
as  aforesaid,  the  principal  sum  of  1200Z.  only,  all  interest 
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for  the  same  having  been  paid  up  to  the  day  of  the  date  I8d3. 
of  that  deed;  and  that  the  said  Charge  David  OrijffUh,  hav- 
ing occasion  for  the  sum  of  1 200Z.,  had  applied  to  and  re- 
quested the  said  Benjamin  Evans  to  pay  the  same,  but,  it 
not  being  convenient  for  him  so  to  do,  the  said  Ben- 
jamin Evans  had  applied  to  the  said  Jane  MarOia  Jones 
to  pay  off  the  said  sum  of  1200Z.,  which  the  said  Jane 
Martha  Jones  had  agreed  to  do  in  consideration  of  the 
said  Benjamin  Oriffith  Evans  joining  in  thai  deed,  which 
the  said  Benjamin  Oriffith  Evans  had  also  agreed  to  do; 
and  that  the  said  Benjamin  Evans,  as  the  protector  of  the 
settlement  made  by  the  said  recited  indentures  of  the  23rd 
and  24th  of  June,  1 813,  and  the  said  George  David  Oriffith, 
in  order  to  enable  the  said  Benjamin  Oriffith  Evans  to  make 
such  disposition  and  conveyance  as  were  thereinafter  con- 
tained effectual  against  all  persons  claiming  after  the  de- 
termination of  or  in  defeazance  of  such  estate  tail,  and 
also  to  secure  the  repayment  of  the  said  sum  of  12002.  to 
the  said  Jane  Martha  Jones,  her  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  had  agreed,  at  the  request  of  the  said 
Benjamin  Oriffith  Evans,  to  be  made  parties  thereto  in 
manner  thereinafter  mentioned,  but  subject  and  without 
prejudice  to  the  said  term  of  one  thousand  years,  and  the 
existing  trusts  thereof:  It  is  witnessed,  that,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  said  agreement,  and  in  order  to  defeat  and 
destroy  all  estates  tail  of  the  said  Benjamin  Oriffith  Evans 
in  the  messuages,  lands,  and  hereditaments  thereby  grant- 
ed and  released,  and  all  estates,  rights,  titles,  interests,  and 
powers  to  take  effect  after  the  determination  or  in  de- 
feazance of  such  estates  tail,  and  in  order  to  convey  and  as- 
sure the  inheritance  in  fee  simple  of  and  in  the  same  heredita- 
ments unto  the  said  Thomas  Morgan,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
to  the  uses  thereinafter  declared,  and  also  for  and  in  con- 
sideration of  the  sum  of  1200i.  to  the  said  Oeorge  David 
Griffith,  paid  by  the  said  Jane  Martha  Jones,  before  &c.,  at 
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the  request  and  by  the  direction  of  the  said  Benjamin  Evans 
and  Benjamin  Griffiih  EvanSy  testified  &a,  the  said  Oeorge 
David  Griffith,  according  to  his  estate  and  interest  therein, 
and  so  far  as  he  could  and  lawfully  might,  thereby  released, 
and  the  said  Benjamin  Evans  and  Benjamin  Griffith  Evans, 
under  and  by  virtue  and  in  pursuance  and  exercise  of  the 
powers  and  provisions  for  that  purpose  given  by  and  con- 
tained in  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the  third  and 
fourth  years  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  William 
the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  the  Abolition  of  Fines 
and  Recoveries,  and  for  the  Substitution  of  more  simple 
Modes  of  Assurance,''  granted,  released,  and  confirmed  all 
tlie  hereditaments  called  Vrochest  and  Eglwswrw,  and  the 
reversion,  &c.,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  use, 
trust,  property, possession,  benefit,  claim,  and  demand  what- 
soever, both  at  law  and  in  equity,  of  them  the  said  Benja- 
min Evans  and  Benjamin  Griffith  Evans,  of  and  in  the  same 
hereditaments  and  premises,  unto  the  said  Thomus  Morgan 
and' his  heirs,  to  hold  the  same  to  the  use  of  the  said  Jane 
Martha  Jones,  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
for  five  hundred  years  from  the  day  of  the  date  thereof, 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  said  Benjamin  Evans  and 
his  assigns  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  re- 
mainder to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders, 
with  remainder  from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said 
Benjamin  Evans  to  the  only  proper  use  and  behoof  of  the 
said  Benjamin  Griffiih  Evans,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever,  subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  upon  payment  by 
the  said  Benjamin  Evans  and  Benjamin  Griffith  Evans,  or 
either  of  them,  their,  or  either  of  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  ioihQ^^XA  Jane  Martha  Jones, 
her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  of  the  sum  of 
one  thousand  two  hundred  pounds,  with  interest  for  the 
same,  at  the  times  and  in  manner  therein  mentioned.    And 
in  the  said  indenture  was  contained  a  covenant  by  the  said 
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Benjamin  Evans  and  Benjamin  OrijffUh  Evans,  for  them-  i863. 
selves  severally  and  respectively,  their  several  and  respec- 
tiye  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  with  the  said 
Jane  Martha  Jones,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  that  they  the  said  Benjamin  Evans  and  Ben- 
jamin OrijffUh  Evans,  or  one  of  them,  were  or  was  at  the 
time  of  the  sealing  and  delivery  of  that  indenture  lawfully 
and  rightfully  seised  of  or  entitled  to  an  estate  of  inherit- 
ance in  fee  simple  in  possession  of  and  in  the  hereditaments 
and  premises  thereby  granted,  assured,  or  intended  so  to 
be,  with  their  appurtenances,  without  any  condition,  trust, 
power  of  revocation,  limitation  of  use  or  uses,  or  other  re- 
straint, cause,  matter,  or  thing  whatsoever,  to  alter,  change, 
charge,  revoke,  incumber,  lessen,  determine,  defeat,  or 
make  void  the  same  estate. 

Benjamin  Evans,  at  the  date  of  this  deed,  was,  in  fact, 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession  of  the  estate  called  Eglwswrw, 
under  the  will  of  his  grandfather,  which  gave  an  estate 
tail  in  this  property  to  Caleb  Evans,  the  father  of  5en;amtw 
Evans, 

Benjamin  Evans  died  in  May,  1849,  leaving  George  David 
Evanshis  eldest  surviving  son  and  other  children  by  Easter 
his  late  wife.  Benjamin  OrijffUh  Evans,  his  eldest  son  by 
his  said  wife,  died  without  issue  in  May,  J  845,  leaving  his 
wife  Catherine  surviving  him.  Under  their  marriage  set- 
tlement, dated  in  December,  1843,  Catherine,  the  widow 
of  Benjamin  OrijffUh  Evans,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  a  life 
interest  in  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  deed  of 
September,  1843,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  o{ Benjamin 
OrijffUh  Evans. 

Catherine  Evans,  the  widow,  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  in 
1851  against  Jane  Martha  Jones,  the  children  of  Benjamin 
Evanshj  Easter  his  late  wife,  and  the  trustees  of  the  term 
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of  1000  yeats  created  by  the  settlement  of  1S13,  as  De- 
fendants, stating  that  Jane  Martha  Jones,  upon  the  death 
of  Benjamin  Evans,  had  entered  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  said  hereditaments  as  such  mortgagee  as 
aforesaid,  and  that  she  alleged  that  Oeorge  David  Evans 
had  evicted  her;  and  stating  that  the  Plaintiff  had  offered 
to  pay  off  the  mortgage,  but  that  Jane  Martha  Jones  re- 
fused to  receive  the  money. 


Oeorge  David  Evans  by  his  answer  stated,  that,  upon  the 
death  of  Benjamin  Evans,  he  became  entitled  to  all  the 
said  hereditaments,  and  that  he  claimed  to  be  so  entitled 
by  title  paramount  to  the  title  of  the  said  Jane  Martha 
Jones;  but  he  refused  to  state  what  his  title  was. 


The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  what  was  due  for  princi- 
pal and  interest  in  respect  of  the  sum  of  lOOOZ.  secured 
by  the  said  term  of  1000  years,  and  of  what  was  due  to 
Jan^  Martha  Jones  for  principal  and  interest  on  her  said 
mortgage,  and  for  the  usual  accounts  against  a  mortgagee 
in  possession,  and  that  proper  directions  might  be  given 
for  raising  and  distributing  the  said  sum  of  lOOOl  and  in- 
terest; and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  permitted  to  redeem 
the  said  premises,  she  being  ready  and  willing  and  thereby 
offering  to  pay  what  should  appear  to  remain  due  to  the 
said  Jane  Martha  Jones  in  respect  of  her  mortgage  debt; 
and  that  the  Defendants,  Jane  Martha  Jones  and  Oeorge 
David  Evans,  might  be  thereupon  respectively  decreed  to 
deliver  up  the  said  hereditaments  to  the  Plaintiff,  or  to  per- 
mit her  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  thereof;  and  that  the 
said  Defendant  Jane  Martha  Jones  might  be  decreed  to  de- 
liver to  the  Plaintiff  all  deeds  and  writings  in  her  custody 
or  power  relating  to  the  said  mortgaged  premises;  and 
that,  if  necessary,  the  money  which  the  Plaintiff  should 
pay  for  such  redemption  as  aforesaid,  and  her  costs  of  this 
suit,  might  be  raised  by  sale  of  a  competent  part  of  the 
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said  hereditaments,  and  that  the  said  Defendant  Oeorge        1863. 
Damd  Evans  might  be  decreed  to  join  in  such  sale;  and 
if  necessary  for  a  receiver. 


Hr.  Bacon,  Q.C.,  and  Hr.  Southgoite  for  the  Plaintiff.  Argument, 

Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Pitman  for  some  of  the  children 
oi  Benjamin  Evans, 

Mr.  CampbeU,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Dickinson  for  Oeorge  David 
Evans, — Oeorge  David  Evans  claims  to  be  tenant  in  tail  of 
Eglvmorw  under  the  will  of  the  father  of  Caleb  Evans,  The 
recitals  in  the  deed  of  September,  1843,  shew  that  it  was 
not  intended  to  bar  this  estate  tail,  but  a  supposed  estate 
tul  of  Benjamin  Oriffith  Evans,  It  is  laid  down  in  1 
Shepp.  Tonchst.  86,  that  '4n  the  construction  of  all  parts 
of  all  kinds  of  deeds  these  rules  are  universally  observ- 
ed:— First,  that  the  construction  be  favourable  and  as 
near  to  the  minds  and  apparent  intents  of  the  parties  as 
possible  it  may  be  and  law  will  permit,  for,  benignae  sunt 
faciendas  interpretationes  chartarum  propter  simplicita- 
tem  laicorum,  et  verba  intentioni  non  e  contra  debent 
inservire;"  or,  as  Lord  Hardtuicke  expresses  it  in  Dor- 
mer V.  Fortescweip),  "First,  it  is  a  maxim  that  such  a 
construction  ought  to  be  made  of  deeds,  ut  res  magis  va- 
leat  quam  pereat,  that  the  end  and  design  of  the  deeds 
should  take  effect  rather  than  the  contrary.  Another 
maxim  is,  that  such  a  construction  should  be  made  of  the 
words  in  a  deed  as  is  most  agreeable  to  the  intention  of 
the  grantor."  A  disentailing  deed,  under  3  &  4  WilL  4, 
c.  74,  is  substituted  for  a  fine  or  recovery.  To  take  the 
case  of  a  fine,  the  form  in  this  case  would  have  been  for 
the  person  whose  entail  was  to  be  barred  to  covenant  to 

(a)  3  Atk.  136. 
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levy  a  fine,  and  to  levy  it  accordingly.  That  would  be 
expressed  to  be  in  order  to  vest  the  fee  in  the  mortgagee. 
If  the  fine  were  not  levied,  the  Court  could  not  have  ef- 
fected that  intention  against  the  issue  in  tail  claiming,  as 
he  would,  as  a  purchaser.  Substitute  now  a  conveyance 
under  the  new  Act,  the  requisites  are  the  consent  of  the 
protector,  as  the  father  in  this  case  thought  himself  to  be, 
and  enrolment.  If  you  attribute  to  these  ceremonies  such 
an  operative  power  as  to  pass  the  fee  simple  in  one  estate 
tail,  though  the  expressed  intention  is  to  bar  a  different 
entail,  you  give  a  larger  effect  to  the  disentailing  deed 
than  you  could  possibly  have  given  to  the  fine.  [The 
Vice- Chancellor. — Suppose  the  father  and  the  son  had 
both  covenanted  to  levy  a  fine,  and  levied  it,  with  this 
mistaken  view  of  their  rights.]  The  father,  believing  him- 
self to  be  tenant  for  life,  would  never  join  in  the  covenant 
or  fine.  George  David  Evans  claims  per  formam  doni  un- 
der the  original  limitation  in  the  will ;  and  the  intention 
of  the  parties  to  the  deed  of  September,  1 843,  cannot  affect 
him,  unless  it  is  carried  out  strictly  in  the  mode  which 
the  law  directs. 


But  this  is  not  a  proper  suit  in  which  to  discuss  this 
question.  The  suit  is  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee, 
and  Oeorge  David  Evans  claims  the  Eglwswrw  estate  by  a 
paramount  title. 

The  reply  was  not  called  for. 


Juilffment.      ViCE- CHANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PaGE  WoOD; — 

The  question  in  this  case  is  upon  the  effect  of  this 
deed.  Looking  at  the  whole  deed  there  can  be  no  doubt 
of  the  construction  which  the  Court  will  put  upon  it. 
An  estate  tail  was  limited  by  will  to  Caleb  Evans.  By  a 
settlement  in  181 S,  when  his  eldest  son  Benjamin  Evans 
was  about  to  marry,    CaM)  Evans,  not  having  barred 


CASES  IN  CHANCEBY. 

the  entail,  and  having  other  estates  in  fee  simple,  con- 
vejed  both  upon  the  trusts  of  that  settlement,  which  gave 
a  life  interest  to  Benjamin  Evans,  with  remainder  to  Ben- 
jamin Griffith  Evans  and  the  heirs  of  his  body;  and  no 
one  adverted  to  the  fact  that  nothing  would  pass  with 
reference  to  the  estate  tail  in  Caleb,  which  accordingly  de« 
scended  to  Benjamin, 

The  deed  of  1843  commences  with  a  recital  of  the  set- 
tlement of  1813  as  an  existing  settlement,  and  recites 
that  Benjamin  holds  the  whole  property  for  life ;  whereas, 
in  truth,  as  to  part  of  it,  he  was  tenant  in  tail,  and  tenant 
for  life  of  the  other  and  larger  portion.  The  deed  then 
recites  that  Benjamin  Oriffith  Evans  was  tenant  in  tail 
in  remainder  subject  to  his  father's  life  interest;  and  it 
proceeds  to  recite  that  a  debt  of  1200Z.  had  been  con- 
tracted by  the  father,  and  that  he  had  been  called  upon 
to  pay  the  same;  and  that  Benjamin  Evans  had  applied  to 
Jane  Martha  Jones,  who  had  agreed  to  pay  the  12002.  for 
him  in  consideration  of  Benjamin  Oriffith  Evans  joining  in 
that  deed,  which  he  had  also  agreed  to  do.  Two  things 
were  therefore  agreed :  one  by  Jane  Martha  Jones  in  consi- 
deration of  having  a  perfect  conveyance  made  to  her  of  the 
whole  property,  and  another  agreement  by  Benjamin  Grif- 
fith Evans  to  concur,  which  was  in  consideration  of  his  hav- 
ing a  fee  simple  limited  to  him  instead  of  an  estate  tail. 

No  doubt,  if  this  were  the  simple  point  of  a  person 
reciting  that  he  was  entitled  for  life,  whereas  he  was  in 
fact  tenant  in  tail,  and  purporting  to  join  in  a  family 
arrangement,  with  no  consideration  for  such  concurrence, 
there  might  be  a  difficulty  in  holding,  that,  it  being  appa- 
rent on  the  face  of  the  instrument  that  the  party  had 
been  acting  on  a  mistaken  view  of  his  rights,  although 
the  words  used  were  large  enough  to  carry  the  whole  in- 
terest, he  would  not  be  in  a  position  to  say  that  the  re- 
citals must  be  looked  at  to  see  what  he  intended  to  con- 
vey:   But  the  case  of  a  purchaser  is  very  different.     In 
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1863.  this  deed  Benjamin  Evans  represents  to  Jane  Martha  Jones, 
who  is  the  mortgagee,  that  the  exact  state  of  the  title  is 
that  he  is  tenant  for  life  with  remainder  to  his  son  in  tail 
I  think  that  Benjamin  Evans  cannot  now  be  heard  to  say^ 
*'*^'"*''  "  I  was  mistaken  in  that  representation ;  I  was  only  in  re- 
ality holding  as  tenant  in  tail  a  portion  of  this  land,  and 
therefore  that  estate  has  not  passed/'  The  question  then 
is,  can  Benjamin  Evans  be  heard  to  say  this  against  Benja- 
min Griffith  Evans,  to  whom  a  like  representation  was  made. 
Benjamin  Evans  received  a  consideration  from  him  also. 
Benjamin  Griffith  Evans  might  have  waited  until  his  father's 
death,  in  which  case  the  estate  tail  in  Eghvswrw,  if  he  sur- 
vived his  father,  would  have  come  to  him  free  from  his 
father's  incumbrances,  subject  of  course  to  the  chance  of  his 
father  barring  the  entail  in  this  part  of  the  property.  In 
the  remaining  portion,  Vrochest,  Benjamin  Griffith  Evans 
bad  an  estate  limited  to  himself  But  I  think  that  the  in- 
tention expressed  in  this  deed  of  1843,  is  to  convey  all  the 
interest  in  this  property  to  the  mortgagee.  It  is  worded 
thus:  "in  order  to  convey  and  assure  the  inheritance  in 
fee  simple  of  and  in  the  same  hereditaments  unto  the  said 
Thomas  Morgan,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  uses  herein- 
after declared;  and  also  for  and  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  1200Z.  paid  to  the  said  George  David  Griffith  by 
the  said  Jane  Martha  Jones  at  the  request  of  Benjamin 
Evans  and  Benjamin  Griffith  Evans."  All  parties  for  this 
purpose  join,  and  Benjamin  Evans  and  Benjamin  Griffiih 
^t;an«  together  grant  and  release  all  their  estate  and  inter- 
est in  the  premises.  These  words  are  large  enough  to  in- 
clude the  estate  tail  of  Benjamin  Evans  in  EgUvswrw. 

It  cannot,  however,  be  said  that  Benjamin  Evans  could 
only  have  joined  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  this  estate, 
for  he  had  an  equity  of  redemption  of  his  life  estate  in  part 
of  the  premises,  and  a  grant  from  him  might  be  necessary 
to  pass  his  equity  of  redemption.  The  fact  of  his  making  a 
grant,  therefore,  does  not  prove  any  thing  as  to  the  purpose. 
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It  comes,  then,  to  this  question,  the  words  of  the  deed  1863. 
being  sufficient  to  pass  all  the  interest  of  the  parties,  and 
the  deed,  when  enrolled,  having  the  effect  of  barring  estates 
tail,  can  Benjamin  Evans  be  heard  to  say  that  this  deed 
did  not  pass  all  the  interest  in'  Eghvawrw  that  he  had  ^"^^f""^- 
power  to  convey?  If  it  did,  it  is  true  that  the  interest  of 
the  remainderman,  who  does  not  claim  under  him,  has  also 
been  defeated  by  the  deed;  but,  unless  I  am  to-  assume  a 
contrary  intention  from  the  recitals,  I  think  the  deed 
must  have  this  operation.  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  cannot 
make  such  an  assumption.  There  being  a  paramount  inten- 
tion to  vest  the  whole  interest,  whatever  it  might  be,  in 
Thomas  Morgan  for  the  benefit  of  Jane  Martha  Jones,  to 
secure  her  mortgage  debt  and  interest,  and  to  limit  the  ul- 
timate remainder  to  Benjamin  OrijffUh  Evans  in  fee,  in  con- 
sideration of  his  joining  in  the  conveyance  and  making  the 
debt  of  his  father  a  charge  upon  his  estate,  that  paramount 
intention  is  sufficient  to  support  the  effect  which  the  words 
are  large  enough  to  produce,  of  carrying  the  whole  estate  in 
fee  simple  in  Eghoswrw  as  well  as  in  Vrochest;  and  therefore 
I  must  decide  that  it  passed  by  the  deed  just  as  though  a  re- 
covery had  been  suffered  before  1813.  Mr.  Dickinson  has 
observed,  truly  enough,  that  a  party  is  thus  brought  here  to 
try  a  legal  right  in  consequence  of  another  person  redeem- 
ing a  mortgage;  but  the  position  of  things  is — ^that  there 
is  an  outstanding  term  of  years,  the  Plaintiff  is  obliged  to 
come  here  to  redeem  the  mortgage,  the  mortgagee  wants 
to  foreclose  the  mortgage  against  every  one  claiming  an 
interest  in  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  thus  any  one 
claiming  an  interest  becomes  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit. 
Under  the  old  practice  the  Court  would,  on  very  little 
pressure,  have  sent  the  case  for  decision  to  a  Court  of  law. 
I  do  not  regret  that  I  am  precluded  by  statute  from  tak- 
ing that  course,  because  I  do  not  feel  much  difficulty  about 
my  decision. 


Advcmoemeul — 
Married  Wo- 
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1863. 


I^ov.  loth.  PHILLIPS  V.  PHILLIPS  (a). 

Sarah  PHILLIPS,  by  her  will,  dated  the  8th  of  De- 
cember,  184 J,  bequeathed  to  her  brother  Joseph  Phillips, 
.  ,        :  .       and  her  friends  John  Arnold,  Richard  Wood,  and  John 

A  legacy  being  '  ' 

left  upon  tniBt  Amold  the  younger,  the  sum  of  10,000i,  upon  trust  to  in- 
uae  of  a  married  vest  as  therein  mentioned,  and  to  pay  the  interest,  divi- 
hfflrUfe,^?dS?  dends,  and  proceeds  thereof  unto  and  equally  between  and 
out  power  of      amontrst  the  children  of  her  late  brother  William  PhUlipa 

anticipation,  ^         ^ 

and,  after  her  and  Jane  his  wife,  namely,  WiUiam  Charles,  Susannah, 

chSSS,  ^tlT  ft^^d  Joseph  Phillips,  share  and  share  alike,  for  and  during 

muteeito^-  ^^^  t%Tm  of  their  natural  lives,  and  to  pay  her  one-third 

▼ance  1000/.,  part  or  share  into  the  proper  hands  of  the  said  Susannah 

part  thereofj^  to  ,    , 

place  her  in  any  PhiUips  for  her  Separate  use  for  life,  without  power  of  an- 
profeiaion!^r"'  ticipation;  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  either  of  her 
employment,  OT  ggjj  nephews  or  uiecc,  then,  upon  trust,  that  the  said  trus- 
her  preferment  tees  and  the  sujvivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  adminis* 
in  the  world;  trators,  should  Stand  possessed  of  one-third  part  of  the 
S^b^^  said  sum  of  10,000^.,  in  trust  for  the  child  or  children  of 
teantferred  into  any  of  such  deceased  nephews  or  niece,  and  pay  the  in- 

Court  m  this  ,    ,  '  r  ^ 

caoaetotheac-  terest  and  dividends  arising  therefrom  for  the  support 

i^^i^andher  ^^^  maintenance  of  such  issue  during  their  minority; 

^IrtToJi  Ae  ^°^  "^^en  and  so  soon  as  they  should  attain  the  age  of 

petition  of  her-  twenty-one  years,  then  upon  trust  to  call  in  one  equal 

husband,  ad-  third  part  of  the  said  sum  of  10,000Z.,  and  pay  and  apply 

l?oo/.,tol»  ^^^  same  unto  and  equally  between  aqd  amongst  all  and 

MoAoTiooof  ^^^U  ^^^  c^ild  ^r  children  of  such  deceased  nephews  or 

belonging  to  the  niece,  share  and  share  alike,  and  if  but  one  child,  then 

tabiishing  him  the  whole  to  such  One  only  child,  when  and  so  soon  as 

tegSi^^  they  should  severally  and  respectively  attain  his,  her,  or 

nership  with  their  age  or  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years.     But  in 

sons,  in  a  lucni- 

tire  business  with  which  he  had  been  connected  for  thirteen  years,  upon  his  effecting  an  insurance 
upon  his  own  life  in  the  names  of  two  trustees  appointed  by  the  Court,  to  be  held  by  them  upon  the 
trusts  of  the  said  legacy,  and  also  entering  into  a  bond  in  a  proper  penalty  to  the  same  trustees,  to  se- 
cure the  doe  payment  of  the  premiums  upon  such  policy  of  insurance. 


(a)  Ex  relatione  Mr.  Bagshavfe. 
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case  either  of  her  said  nephews  or  niece  should  depart  this 
life  without  leaving  issue  of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  be- 
gotten, then  that  the  part  or  share  or  parts  or  shares  of 
him,  her,  or  them  so  dying,  should  go  and  be  equally  di- 
vided between  and  amongst  the  survivor  or  survivors 
equally,  share  and  share  alike,  and  if  but  one,  the  whole 
to  such  one  child.  And  the  will  continued :  ''  Provided 
always,  and  my  mind  and  will  is,  and  I  do  hereby  ex- 
pressly declare,  that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for 
my  said  trustees  and  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  and 
the  executors  and  administrators  of  such  survivor,  in  their 
or  his  discretion,  to  advance  and  apply,  from  time  to  time, 
to  or  for  the  use  of  any  or  either  of  my  said  nephews  or 
niece,  the  said  William  Charles  PhiUips,  Susannah  PhU- 
lips,  and  Joseph  Phillips,  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  from 
and  out  of  the  trust  fund,  as  in  his  or  their  discretion  shall 
peem  meet,  for  the  putting  or  placing  him,  her,  or  them  to 
or  in  any  trade,  business,  profession,  or  employment,  or 
otherwise,  or  for  his,  her,  or  their  preferment  or  advance- 
ment in  the  world,  notwithstanding  he,  she,  or  they  shall 
not  then  have  attained  his  or  her  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
80  that  the  amount  to  be  paid  or  advanced  to  or  for  the 
use  or  benefit  of  any  one  child  do  not  exceed  the  sum 
of  10002. ;  and  so  that  the  amount  to  be  advanced  to  or  for 
the  use  or  benefit  of  any  child  be  charged  to  and  deducted 
from  such  child's  proportion  or  distribution  of  the  said 
sum  of  10,000Z.''  The  testatrix  appointed  the  said  three 
trustees  executors  of  her  will.  She  died,  leaving  the  said 
WiUiam  Charles  Phillips,  Susannoih  Cooper  then  Sibsannah 
PhiUips,  and  Joseph  PhiUips,  surviving;  and  on  the  21st 
of  December,  1842,  the  will  was  proved  by  Joseph  PhiUips 
(the  brother  of  the  testatrix)  alone,  the  other  executors 
and  trustees  having  renoimced  probate  and  disclaimed  the 
trusta 


1863. 


StatemenL 


Joseph  PhiUips,  the  executor,  appropriated  the  sum  of 
970OL  to  answer  the  legacy  of  10,0002.,  after  deducting  the 
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legacy  duty,  and  invested  the  same  in  the  purchase  in  his 
name  of  10,0122.  18«.  Three  Pounds  per  Cent.  Consolidated 
Bank  Annuities 

SuoememL  ^his  suit  was  instituted  for  securing,  and  executing  the 
trusts  of  the  will  as  to,  the  said  sum  of  10,012Z.  18^.  3/. 
per  Cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities;  and  in  pursuance 
of  the  decree  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause  on  the  25th 
of  January,  1 84<5,  the  same  was  transferred  into  the  name 
of  the  Accountant-General  in  trust  in  the  cause;  and  it 
was  ordered,  that  the  costs  of  the  suit  should  be  paid  by 
sale  of  a  part  of  the  fund,  and  that  one-third  part  of  the  re- 
sidue should  be  carried  over,  in  the  name  and  with  the  pri- 
vity of  the  Accountant-General,  in  trust  in  the  said  cause, 
to  an  account  to  be  intitled  '^  The  account  of  the  Defend- 
ant ^t^«an/iaA  PAt{2tp«  and  her  children;"  and  that  the 
dividends  from  time  to  time  to  accrue  due  upon  the  32.  per 
Cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  when  so  carried  over 
to  the  last-mentioned  account,  as  and  when  the  same 
should  accrue  due,  should  be  paid  to  Susannah  Cooper, 
then  Susannah  Phillips;  and  in  case  she  should  thereafter 
marry,  then,  upon  the  solemnisation  of  the  marriage  being 
verified  by  affidavit,  it  was  ordered  that  the  dividends 
should  be  paid  into  her  own  proper  hands  for  her  own  sole 
and  separate  use  and  benefit  during  her  life,  or  until  the 
further  order  of  the  Court;  and,  upon  her  death,  all  par- 
ties interested  in  such  last-mentioned  32.  per  Cent.  Bank 
Annuities  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Court 

The  costs  were  paid  in  pursuance  of  this  decree,  and  the 
residue  of  the  said  one-third  part,  amounting  to  the  sum 
of  32972.  lOs.  ild.  3t  per  Cent  Consols,  was  carried  over 
to  the  credit  of  the  cause  to  an'account  intitled  "  The  ac- 
count of  the  Defendant  Susannah  PhiUips  and  her  chil- 
dren." 

Susannah  PhiUips  intermarried  with   WiUiam  Cooper 
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on  the  20th  of  July,  1847>  and  they  had  three  infant 
childien. 


Joseph  Phillips^  the  executor,  died  pending  the  suit  Phoui 


WHliam  Cooper  and  his  wife  now  presented  their  peti- 
tion in  the  suit,  praying  that  it  might  be  declared  that  it 
was  fit  and  proper  that  a  sum  of  10002.,  part  of  the  said 
one-third  share  of  the  said  l^acy  of  10,0002.,  bequeathed 
to  SusanncJh  Cooper  for  life,  ought  to  be  advanced  to  h^ 
in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  contained  in  the  will  of 
SartMk  Phillips  for  that  purpose ;  and  that  it  might  be  raised 
and  paid  to  Susannah  Cooper^  and  applied  by  her  for  her 
benefit,  on  such  terms  as  to  the  Court  should  seem  rea- 
sonable. 

This  application  was  supported  by  the  affidavits  of 
William  Cooper  and  his  wife,  stating  that  William  Cooper 
had  been  for  thirteen  years  chief  clerk  in  a  shawl  ware- 
house in  the  city,  and  that  he  had  saved  10002.  in  that 
employment;  and  being  now  desirous  of  commencing  bu- 
siness on  his  own  account,  he  had  arranged  to  enter  into 
partnership  with  two  other  persons  of  great  respectability 
and  experience  as  shawl  warehousemen,  each  of  whom 
was  to  bring  in  10002.  capital,  and  W.  Cooper  20002.,  and 
the  profits  were  to  be  divided  in  the  same  proportion. 
There  were  also  affidavits  by  two  independent  persons 
that  W.  Cooper  was  a  person  of  respectability  and  inte- 
grity, and  that  the  business  of  shawl  warehousemen  was  of 
a  lucrative  kind,  and  that  the  proposed  partnership  was 
likely  to  succeed. 

Two  orders  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  were  also  pro- 
duced, by  which  he  had  allowed  advances  to  be  made, 
under  the  same  bequest,  to  one  of  the  brothers  of  Susannah 
PhiUipSy  long  after  he  had  obtained  his  age  of  twenty-one, 
in  order  to  enable  him  to  carry  on  a  business. 
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1853. 


Arffument. 


Nov.  lOth. 


Order. 
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Mr.  Bagshawe  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,  for  the  respondents. 


Vicb-Chancbllob  Sir  W.  Pagb  Wood  made  an  order  in 
the  following  form: — 

Sell  so  much  of  the  3297t  10&  lid.  Consols,  mentioned 
in  the  prayer,  as  will  raise  lOOOi;  and  let  the  1 0001  be 
paid  to  A.  and  5.,  trustees  appointed  by  the  Court  for 
that  purpose ;  and  let  them,  out  of  the  same,  pay  the  first 
premium  and  the  expense  of  efiecting  in  their  own  names 
a  policy  of  assurance  for  the  life  of  the  petitioner  Wil- 
liam Cooper  in  the  Legal  and  General  Life  Assurance 
Company  for  the  sum  of  lOOOZ. ;  and  let  them  thereout  pay 
to  all  parties  their  costs  of  this  application,  and  pay  over 
the  balance  of  the  said  10002.  to  the  petitioner  Susan- 
nah Cooper;  and  let  the  said  policy  and  all  monies  to  be 
payable  by  way  of  bonus  or  otherwise  in  respect  thereof 
be  paid  to  the  trustees,  ftnd  held  by  them  upon  the  trusts 
of  the  will  of  Sarah  Phillips  in  the  petition  mentioned  as 
to  the  said  sum  of  32972.  10^.  llcL  Consols;  and  let  the 
petitioner  William  Cooper  execute  a  bond  in  a  proper  pe- 
nalty to  the  trustees  for  securing  the  payment  by  him,  his 
executors  or  administrators,  of  the  sum  of  lOOOZ.,  and  also, 
until  the  same  should  be  paid,  of  the  premiums  hereafter  to 
become  payable  for  keeping  up  the  policy  during  his  life, 
such  bond  not  to  be  put  in  suit  without  the  leave  of  the 
Court;  and  any  party  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply. 
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185a. 
NORTON  V.  STEINKOPF.  ^ov^  leth. 

Jo  Y  an  indenture  of  settlement,  dated  the  23rd  of  June,  Tnutee—No- 
1 846,  and  made  between  Matilda  Steinkopf,  then  Matilda  Fmd^AMum 
JMiUer^  widow,  of  the  first  part;  Augustus  Lewis  Steinkopf ,  f^^^^^ 
since  deceased,  of  the  second  part:  and  Quarles  Harris  By  a  settlement 

.  ,  ,  ,  made  in  contem- 

mnd  William  Norton^  of  the  third 'part ;  after  reciting  that  plation  of  mar- 

^e  said  Matilda  Miller  was  entitled  to  a  certain  debt  of  ^^^^^ 

1200t^  then  due  to  her  from  the  said  Quarles  Harris  and  «™» of  money 

.  .  ,  ,      •nd  mterest, 

his  partners,  and  reciting  that  there  was  issue  of  the  said  due  to  her  from 

Matilda  Miller  hj  her  then  late  husband  Walter  Idle  tooneoftibr' 

MOler,  two  children,  namely  Frederick  Norton  Miller  g^^'^*^* 

and  MalUda  Clarissa  Miller;  and  that  a  marriage  was  in-  piwntiflE;aitnw- 

teeffOpon  trusty 

tended  to  be  solemnised  between  the  said  Matilda  Miller  to  permit  the 

and  the  said  Augustus  Lewis  Steinkopf,  it  was  witnessed,  in  the  hauSTof 

that  the  said  Matilda  Miller  thereby  assigned  to  the  said  Se  toSt^^ 

Quarles  Harris  and  fFiUiam  Norton,  their  executors,  ad-  "Jjouid  be  re- 

ministrators,  and  assigns,  the  said  debt  of  12002.,  due  to  setUor,  in  writ- 

the  said  Matilda  Miller  from  tlM  several  persons  consti-  Sfi^^n 

tuting  the  said  firm  of  Quarles  Harris  <k  Sons,  and  all  in-  "ifh  request  to 

°  ^  ,  callinandcom- 

terest  then  due  and  thereafter  to  become  due,  with  power,  pel  payment  of 
in  the  name  or  names  of  the  said  Matilda  MiUer,  her  ex-  inyest  it,' and 
ecutors,  administrators,  or  otherwise,  to  recover  and  re-  J^**^^  Ae  in- 
ceive,  and  give  sufficient  receipts  for  the  said  debt,  inter-  ▼©■tmentupon 

,  .  /the  trusu  thcre- 

est,  and  premises;  to  hold  the  said  debt  and  premises  un-  in  mentioned; 
to  the  said  Quarles  Harris  and  William  Norton,  their  exe-  ^ded,  t^t?t*^ 

should  be  law- 
ful for  the  trus- 
tees, with  the  consent  of  the  settlor,  after  ffiving  to  the  partner  trustee,  or  any  other  member  of  the 
firm,  three  months  notice  in  writing,  to  caD  in  Uie  said  fund;  but  that,  so  long  as  it  remained  in  the 
hands  of  the  firm  with  the  consent  of  the  settlor,  the  trustees  were  not  to  be  answerable  for  any  in- 
sufficiency thereof.  The  firm  suspended  payment,  and  made  a  composition  with  their  creditors;  and 
afWr  snch  suspension,  the  settlor,  for  the  first  time,  requested  the  trustees  to  call  in  the  fund.  The 
Plaintiff  thereupon  requested  his  co-trustee  to  pay  the  money.  Upon  his  refusal  to  do  so,  the  Phun- 
tiff  filed  his  bill  agains  this  co  trustee  and  the  cestuis  que  trust,  to  hare  the  trust  executed  by  the  Court, 
and  himself  indemnified: — Held^  that  the  partner  trustee  must  be  considered  as  having  the  fund  in 
his  hands  from  the  expiration  of  three  months  after  the  notice  requiring  him  to  pay  it;  and  that, 
therefore,  a  decree  fur  payment  of  the  debt  might  be  made  against  him,  although  the  other  partner 
IB  the  firm  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit. 

If  adult  cestuis  que  trust  insist  upon  their  strict  rights,  the  Court  will  not  exercise  any  discretion 
for  the  benefit  of  other  cestuis  que  trust  who  are  infimts. 

A  Plaintiff  may  have  the  same  relief  upon  a  motion  for  decree  *^  according  to  the  prayer  of  the 
bin,*  that  he  could  have  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  in  the  ordinary  way. 
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cntors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  trust  for  the  said 
MatUda  Miller^  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
until  the  said  marriage  should  be  solemnised;  and  imme- 
diately after  the  solemnisation  thereof,  upon  trust,  during 
the  life  of  the  said  MatUda  MiUer^  to  permit  the  said  sum 
of  1200Z.  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  persons  from  time 
to  time  constituting  the  said  firm  of  Quarles  Harris  <fe 
Sans,  until  the  said  Qiiarles  Harris  and  William  Norton, 
or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors  and  administra- 
tors of  such  survivor,  their  or  his  assigns,  should  be  re- 
quested by  the  said  Matilda  Miller,  in  writing  under  her 
hand,  to  call  in  and  require  payment  of  the  same;  and 
upon  receipt  of  such  request  in  writing,  or  upon  the  de- 
cease of  the  said  Matilda  MiUer^  which  should  first  hap- 
pen, upon  trust  to  call  in  and  compel  payment  of  the  said 
12002.,  and  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  same  in  their  or  his 
names  or  name  as  therein  mentioned,  and  to  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  said  sum  of  1 2002.  until  the  same  should  be 
called  in  and  invested  as  aforesaid,  and  afterwards  of  the 
securities  in  or  upon  which  the  same  should  be  invested, 
upon  certain  trusts,  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  Matilda 
Miller  a,nd  her  said  two  children  as  therein  mentioned; 
and  it  was  thereby  provided,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for 
the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  in- 
denture, with  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  said  Matilda 
Miller,  at  any  time,  after  giving  to  the  said  Quarles  Harris 
or  any  of  his  partners,  or  by  leaving  the  same  at  the 
counting-house  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  Qiuirles 
Harris  &  Sons,  three  calendar  months  notice  in  writing 
of  such  their  intention,  to  call  in  and  demand  payment  of 
the  said  principal  sum  of  12002.  so  vested  in  them  as  afore- 
said; and  it  was  thereby  provided,  that  the  said  trustees 
or  trustee  should  not,  so  long  as  the  said  principal  sum  of 
1200Z.  or  any  part  thereof  should,  with  the  consent  of  the 
said  MatUda  Miller,  remain  in  its  present  investment,  be 
answerable  for  the  insufficiency  thereof 
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The  marriage  was  solemnised^  and  the  said  Augugbus 
Xewis  Steinkopf  shoTilj  afterwards  died. 

The  firm  of  Qtuirles  Harris  &  Sons  carried  on  business 
as  wine  merchants,  and  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  settlement  it  consisted  of  the  said  Quarles  Harris,  and 
of  William  Richard  Harris,  and  Barnes  Dawson  Harris. 

WiUiam  Richard  Harris  had  since  died,  and  the  firm 
now  consisted  of  the  said  Quarles  Harris  and  the  said 
James  Dawson  Harris,  the  latter  of  whom  was  resident 
and  carrying  on  business  at  Oporto,  in  Portugal 

The  debt  of  12002.  was  xmsecured.  Interest  was  paid 
thereon  from  the  date  of  the  said  indenture  to  the  25th  of 
December,  1851. 

On  the  28th  of  November,  1851,  the  firm  of  Quarles 
Sarris  &  Co,  suspended  their  payments. 

On  the  3rd  of  January,  1852,  Matilda  Steinkopf,  for  the 
first  time,  made  to  the  said  William  Norton  and  Quarles 
Harris  a  request  in  writing  to  call  in  the  said  monies. 

The  Plaintifi*,  William  Norton,  accordingly  called  upon 
the  firm  of  Qaarles  Harris  &  Sons  to  repay  the  said  sum 
of  1200t  They  answered,  by  a  letter  dated  the  13th  of 
January,  1852,  informing  him,  that,  on  the  28th  of  Novem- 
ber, the  firm  were  compelled  to  suspend  their  payments, 
and  that  it  was  consequently  out  of  their  power  to  comply 
with  the  said  request 

The  Plaintifi*  then  requested  the  said  Matilda  Steinkopf 
to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  obtain  the  direction  of  the 
Court  as  to  the  course  proper  to  be  adopted  with  respect 
to  the  recovery  of  the  said  trust  fund;  but  she  declined  to 
do  so,  and  the  Plaintiff  had  no  fund  in  hand  applicable  to 
the  purposes  of  the  said  trusts,  to  enable  him  or  the  said 
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trustees  to  take  any  proceedings  to  enforce  payment  of 
the  said  debt 

Pursuant  to  a  resolution  made  at  a  meeting  of  a  large 
number  of  the  creditors,  a  letter  of  license  was  granted  to 
the  said  Qvarles  Harris  to  liquidate  the  estate,  under  the 
inspection  of  Messrs.  Tanqueray,  Complin,  Soanes,  and  Gar- 
dener; and  this  arrangement  was  carried  into  effect  by  an 
indenture  made  the  21st  of  September,  1852,  between  the 
said  James  Dawson  Harris  and  QuarUs  Harris  of  the  first 
part;  the  said  Aveling  Tanqueray  and  Edward  Thomas 
Complin,  as  such  inspectors,  of  the  second  part;  and  the 
several  creditors  whose  names  and  seals  were  thereto  set 
and  affixed,  of  the  third  part. 

Part  of  the  estate  had  since  been  realised,  and  a  divi- 
dend of  3«.  in  the  pound  was  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  cre- 
ditors. 

Under  these  circumstances,  William  Norton  fulQii  the  bill 
in  this  suit  against  the  said  Matilda  Steinkopf,  and  against 
the  said  Frederick  Norton  Miller  and  Matilda  Clarissa  Mil- 
ler,  who  were  infants,  and  also  against  the  said  Quarles  Har- 
ris, praying  that  the  trusts  of  the  indenture  might  be  per- 
formed and  executed  under  the  direction  of  the  Court,  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  indemnified  and  paid  his  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses;  and  for  further  relief. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard,  upon  a  motion  for 
a  decree  "  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,"  as  it  was 
expressed  in  the  notice  of  motion. 

There  was  an  affidavit  by  the  accountant,  who  had  been 
investigating  the  affairs  of  the  firm,  that  it  would  be  for  the 
advantage  of  the  unsecured  creditors  of  the  firm  to  accept 
the  proposed  compromise.  It  was  proved  also,  that  part 
of  the  stock  in  trade  of  the  firm  consisted  of  wines,  which 
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'Were  subject  to  claims  by  persons  who  had  liens  upon  them, 
and  it  would,  therefore,  take  time  to  realise  them  advan- 
tageoxisly. 


Mr.  De  Oex,  for  the  Plaintiff,  suggested  that  he  should 
be  allowed  to  accept  the  terms  of  compromise  about  to  be 
concluded  with  the  other  creditors  of  the  firm. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.C,,  and  Mr.  EddiSy  for  Matilda  Steinkop/And 
W  children,  insisted,  on  behalf  of  their  adult  clients,  upon 
their  strict  rights.  [The  Viob-Chancellor  thought  he  could 
^ot  exercise  his  discretion  in  the  matter  as  the  adult  De- 
fendants so  Insisted.] 

'Mx.RusseUy  Q.  C,  for  the  Defendant  Quarles Harris. — My 

client  is  a  trustee,  there  can  be  no  personal  claim  against 

l^im.     [The  Vicb-Chancbllor. — He  is  also  one  of  the  firm 

^ho  are  indebted  to  the  trustees.    It  may  be  a  question 

too,  whether,  as  trustee,  every  moment  of  default  on  his 

part,  after  the  notice  to  call  in  the  fund  was  given  to  him, 

iras  not  a  breach  of  trust.]    There  can  be  no  decree  against 

him  as  a  debtor,  unless  the  other  partners  are  before  the 

Court;  nor  is  this  the  relief  sought  by  the  motion  for  the 

decree,  which  is  altogether  too  indefinite.     The  notice  of 

motion  ought  to  specify  the  decree  which  the  Plaintiff 

thinks  himself  entitled  to  (a). 
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Argument 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

A  request  has  been  made  to  the  trustees  to  call  in  the 
trust-fund,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  settlement.  "The 
Defendant  Harris  has  not  called  it  in,  and  says  that  he 
cannot  pay  it     The  Plaintiff  has  done  his  best  to  realise 


VOL.  I. 


(a)  See  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  a.  15. 
E 


B.  K.  W. 


Judgment, 
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the  fund,  by  demanding  payment  from  the  firm;  and  upon 
the  expiration  of  three  months  from  the  receipt  of  the 
notice  given  by  him  to  Mr.  Harris,  it  became  the  duty 
of  that  gentleman  to  pay  over  this  money:  and  I  must 
consider  that  the  fund  was  from  that  time  in  his  hands  as 
a  trustee. 


The  difficulty  in  point  of  form  is  of  no  real  substance. 
Mr.  RusseU's  client  has  got  the  trust-fund  in  his  hands, 
and  I  must  consider  him  in  default  for  not  realising  it 
upon  receiving  notice  from  the  cestui  que  trust  Within 
a  certain  time  after  the  notice  was  given,  the  money  ought 
to  have  been  got  in,  that  is  to  say,  paid.  It  was  the  duty 
of  this  trustee  to  call  upon  himself  and  his  co-partners  to 
pay  this  debt  They  were  each  liable,  for  though  an  ac- 
tion must  have  been  brought  against  them  jointly,  the  re- 
medy would  have  been  joint  and  several.  Each  was  dis- 
tinctly liable  for  the  debt  Therefore  the  case  is  not  im- 
proved by  the  money  having  got  into  his  hands  originally 
as  one  of  the  partners  in  this  firm. 

Now,  as  I  have  here  this  gentleman,  who,  not  having  be« 
come  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  must  be  treated  as  a  solvent 
partner  in  the  firm  which  owed  this  money,  I  must  assume 
that  he  had  this  money  in  his  hands  at  the  proper  time 
after  the  notice,  and  having  it,  the  ftmd  being  at  home,  he 
is  liable  to  pay  it  over;  for  I  must  consider  either  that  he 
had  not  done  his  duty  in  getting  in  the  fund,  and  is  thus 
liable,  or  that  he  has  got  in  the  money,  which  is  probably 
the  more  correct  view.  In  either  case  he  would  be  an- 
swerable. 


I  should  be  extremely  sorry  to  hold  that  a  motion  for  a 
decree  difiers  in  any  way  from  the  hearing  of  the  cause, 
or  that  under  that  form  of  proceeding  the  parties  should 
not  be  entitled  to  all  the  relief  which  they  could  have  at 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

the  hearing.  If  I  were  so  to  decide,  a  motion  for  decree 
would  be  an  extremely  perilous  proceeding,  because,  in  the 
erent  of  the  Defendant  not  appearing,  the  parties  would 
ran  the  risk  of  losing  a  portion  of  their  remedy,  and  the 
consequence  would  be,  that  the  whole  beneficial  object  of 
the  Act  of  Parliament  would  be  lost. 
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There  is,  however,  in  this  bill  an  express  prayer  that  the 
trasts  may  be  performed.  That  is  enough  to  put  Mr.  Har- 
ris  on  his  guard,  and,  coupled  with  the  statements  in  the 
bill,  to  inform  him  that  the  relief  sought  would  be,  that 
the  trusts  which  ought  to  have  been  performed  before  the 
bill  was  filed,  might  now  be  carried  into  execution  under 
the  direction  of  the  Court. 


Direct  payment  of  the  capital  fund  into  Court  on  or 
before  the  first  day  of  Hilary  Term.  Take  an  account  of 
whatever  may  be  due  in  respect  of  interest  on  the  capital 
fund  Adjourn  the  further  consideration,  and  reserve  all 
the  costs. 


Minute  qf 
Order, 
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iTor.  nth.  LACHLAN  v.  REYNOLDS. 

SaUi^theCouH  X  HIS  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  J,  Biffin,  the  purchaser 

iaHominParU'  of  lot  12,  Under  a  Sale  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  that  he 

^jj^^T"  might  be  discharged  from  his  purchase ;  and  that  the  sum 

"TT  ^  of  95^.,  paid  by  him  as  a  deposit,  pursuant  to  the  condi- 

diiection  of  the  tions  of  sale,  might  be   repaid  to  him,  with  interest  from 

ticaianofBaie  the  time  of  such  payment;  and  that  the  costs,  charges, 

^  wmmSedl*  *^^  expenses  of  the  said  J,  Biffin,  incurred  by  him  in  and 

hoiue  •*  at  pre-  about  his  Said  purchase  and  investigating  the  title  there- 
tent  in  the  oc-  ,,  ,  ••• 

cnpstion  of  c,  to,  and  of  and  incident  to  this  application,  might  be  taxed 

peA^nm42/.''  ^^^  P^^^  ^y  the  Plaintiff  to  the  said  J.  Biffin;  or  that  such 

?Ui^"te?*^d  ^^^^^  order  might  be  made  as  to  the  Court  might  seem 

the  depofit,  and  proper, 
hif  pnrchaM 
wai  confirmed 

fnte^^h^        Lot  12  was  described  in  the  Particulars  of  sale  as  fol- 

then obtained  lows: — "Lot  12  comprises  No.  13,  York-place,  adjoining 

payment  of  the  Lot  11,  of  a  similar  description,  at  present  in  the  occupa- 

i^*pmreW.  *^^^  ^^  Mistress  Clarke,  at  a  rental  of  per  annum  42i ;'' 

Co^  "xh  *^^  ^^®  Particulars  stated  that  the  premises  might  be 

pmchaier  after-  viewed  by  permission  of  the  tenant;  and  that  Particulars, 

ed  that  C,  was  '^^h  conditions  of  sale,  might  be  obtained  on  the  premises. 

SeTendonTbut  ^^^^^  conditions  of  Sale  were  annexed  to  the  Particu- 

to  some  penon  lars,  and  the  second  and  third  of  such  conditions  were 

who  chumed  by 

an adrenw  title:  as  foUows: — "  2.  Each  purchaser,  at  the  time  of  sale,  shall 

the  description  P^J  ^^^^  *^®  hands  of  Mr.  Marsh,  the  auctioneer,  a  deposit 

k^^ofSu^  of  lOi.  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money.'' 

most  mean  that  "  3.  The  purchaser  of  each  lot  shall,  at  his  or  her  own 

to  the  Tenders  expense,  obtain  and  confirm  the  Master's  report  of  pur- 

^Zdn^a^y^  chase,  and  shall,  on  or  before  the  2nd  of  November  next, 

Mtot,  and  that  pay  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  into  the  Bank  of 

this  was  a  re-  x-iii-i  i-ii  •• 

presentation  so  England,  m  the  name  and  with  the  privity  of  the  Account- 
different  from 

the  &ct,  that  it 

amounted  to 

snch  bad  fiiith  on  the  vendor's  part,  as  would  induce  the  Court  to  discharge  the  purchaser  from  his 

contract 
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ant-General  of  tlie  Court  of  Chancery,  to  the  credit  of  the 
cause  'ZctcUon  ▼.  ReyncldSy  to  an  account  to  be  intitled 
'The  produce  of  Sales  of  Real  Estates;'  and  on  such  pay- 
ment being  made,  each  purchaser  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
rents  and  profits  from  the  next  quarter-day,  with  a  pro- 
portionate part  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  current 
quarter/' 

On  the  3rd  of  September,  1853,  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor 
delivered  to  the  purchaser's  solicitor  abstracts  of  the  title 
to  the  said  lot 

On  the  20th  of  October,  1853,  certain  requisitions  on 
the  title  were  delivered  to  the  Plaintifi^s  solicitor,  amongst 
'Which  was  one  in  the  following  words: — "J 5.  Produce 
and  furnish  abstract  or  copy  of  any  agreement  with  the 
t^enant;  or  how  do  the  vendors  evidence  the  tenancy  ac- 
cording to  the  Particulars?" 

On  the  26th  of  October,  1853,  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor 
sent  the  following  answer  to  such  requisition: — "The 
vendors  have  no  agreement  in  their  possession  with  the 
tenant,  nor  is  the  present  rent  paid  to  the  vendors;  but 
they  will  procure  an  attornment  from  the  present  tenant 
to  the  purchaser,  or  else  deliver  possession  to  him." 

On  the  29th  of  October,  1863,  a  renewal  of  the  original 
requisition  was  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  as  fol- 
lows:— "15.  The  answer  to  this  requisition  is  not,  we 
submit,  sufficient.  Is  there  any  agreement?  Who  receives 
the  rent?    When  did  the  tenancy  commence?" 
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On  the  4th  of  November,  instant,  the  Plaintiffs  solicitor 
delivered  a  further  answer  (dated  the  3rd  of  November)  to 
the  said  requisition,  as  follows: — "15.  I  cannot  furnish 
a  more  satisfactory  reply  than  that  given.     The  tenant  in 
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the  house  holds  under  some  person  who  has  illegally  ob- 
tained possession  of  the  premises,  and  whom  it  will  be  ne* 
cessarj  to  eject,  should  the  tenant  not  consent  to  attorn 
to  the  purchaser." 

J.  Biffin  purchased  lot  12  as  an  investment,  and  not 
with  the  intention  of  residing  in  the  house.  The  Master's 
report  of  the  purchase,  dated  the  30th  of  June,  1 853,  was 
confirmed  by  orders  nisi  and  absolute,  dated  respectively 
the  Ist  and  18th  of  July,  1853.  On  the  4th  of  November, 
1853,  the  purchaser  moved  for  leave  to  pay  the  balance  of 
his  purchase-money  into  Court,  which  was  accordingly 
given. 


Mr.  Bacon,  Q.C.,  and  'ilr.  Horsey,  for  the  motion,  said,  that 
the  purchaser  had,  in  fact,  bought  a  lawsuit,  for  the  vend- 
ors had  merely  a  right  of  entry  when  the  property  was  put 
up  for  sale.  The  delay  which  bringing  an  ejectment 
against  the  occupant  would  cause,  was  a  sufficient  reason 
for  discharging  the  purchaser  from  his  contract:  Lechmere 
V.  Brasier  (a),  Calvert  v.  Godfrey  (b). 

tHr.  Bailey,  Q.  C,  contrJi,  said,  that  the  purchaser  merely 
bought  the  property  as  an  investment ;  that  it  would  not 
take  long  to  eject  the  occupant;  and  that  if  there  were  any 
diminution  of  the  value  on  that  account,  it  would  be  a 
matter  for  compensation. 


Judgment, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  have  a  very  clear  opinion  in  this  case.  If  there  be 
one  thing  which  the  Court  insists  upon  more  than  another 
in  dealings  between  vendor  and  purchaser,  it  is  that  there 


(rt)  2  J.  &  W.  287. 


(b)  6  Bear.  97. 
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should  be  perfectly  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  vendor        i86d. 

in  the  representations  which  he  makes  to  the  purchaser.  l][^2^ 

It  would  be  strange  indeed,  if,  in  sales  made  by  the  direc-  ^     •• 

^  Rbtnolds. 


tion  of  the  Court,  this  rule  should  be  less  stringent 

In  this  case,  the  vendors  put  up  for  sale  property  which 
was  thus  described  in  the  Particulars  of  sale: — "At  pre- 
sent in  the  occupation  of  Mrs.  Clarke,  at  a  rental  of  per 
annum,  4Sl."    That  must  mean  that  Mrs.  Clarke  was  te^ 
nant  for  a  limited  period  to  the  vendors  at  the  given  rent 
The  vendors  knew  perfectly  well,  at  the  time  when  they 
«o  described  the  property,  that  Mrs.  Clarke  was  in  occupa- 
tiion  adversely  to  the  vendors,  and  that  she  had  got  the 
possession,  which  coidd  only  be  recovered  from  her  by 
^ectment,  and  all  that  the  vendors  had  was  a  right  of  en- 
"tary.    Whether  that  was  a  proper  subject  of  sale  at  all  may 
^  a  question.    I  do  not,  however,  proceed  upon  that 
ground,  but  upon  this,  that  the  vendors  knew  that  the 
possession  was  hostile,  and  they  represented  it  as  the  pos- 
session of  their  own  tenant;  and  that  is  quite  enough  to 
justify  me  in  saying  that  I  will  not  hold  the  purchaser 
bound  by  a  contract  to  purchase,  which  he  made  upon  the 
faith  of  that  representation. 

I  do  not  think  that  there  has  been  any  waiver  of  the 
objection;  the  correspondence  which  passed  concerning 
the  requisitions  upon  the  abstract  shews,  that,  when  the 
purchaser  asked  under  what  agreement  Mrs.  Clarke  held, 
the  answer  was  that  she  did  not  pay  rent  to  the  vendors, 
but  that  she  would  attorn.  I  do  not  think  that  that  was 
sufficient  to  inform  the  purchaser  that  she  held  adversely. 
When  the  purchaser  moved  to  pay  the  balance  of  his  pur- 
chase-money into  Court,  he  had  no  notice  that  Mrs.  Clarke 
was  a  hostile  occupant. 

It  is  said  that  this  property  was  only  purchased  as  an 
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inyestment,  and  that  the  yendors  can  secure  that  object 
to  the  purchaser  by  bringing  an  ejectment  against  the  oc- 
cupier, or  giving  the  purchaser  meanwhile  interest  on  his 
money,  or  a  compensation  for  the  objects  he  had  in  view; 
but  I  think  that  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  say  that  the 
representation  made  to  him  was,  that  he  could  get  posses- 
sion at  any  time.  And  as  this  is  not  a  case  of  accidental 
delay,  but  a  question  whether  or  not  there  was  good  faith 
in  the  representation  which  was  made  to  the  purchaser; 
and  there  being,  as  I  think,  a  want  of  such  good  faith,  I 
should  not  consider  it  at  all  proper,  if  he  is  dissatisfied,  to 
hold  him  to  his  contract  Therefore,  an  order  must  be  made 
in  the  form  of  the  order  in  Calvert  v.  Godfrey  (a).  The 
deposit  must  be  returned;  but,  as  it  has  not  borne  interest, 
I  do  not  think  I  can  give  interest  in  this  proceeding, 
(a)  6  Beav.  97. 


BuUding  CbM- 

ning  with  the 
Land — Notice* 


COLES  V.  SIMS. 

John  SHEWELL,  being  entitled  in  fee  simple  to  a 
house,  with  a  court  and  garden  adjoining  the  south  front 
thereof,  situated  at  Cambray,  in  Cheltenham^  divided  the 

A  Tendor  enter- 
ed into  agreements,  by  deed,  to  sell  to  A^  B^  and  C,  certain  land,  in  lots,  for  building  purposes, 
lesenring  to  himself  a  portion.  Each  deed  of  agreement  contained  covenants  between  the  render  and 
purchasers  respectively,  and  amongst  others,  that  the  purchasers  should,  within  a  certain  time,  erect 
dwelling-houses  upon  their  respective  lots,  in  a  uniform  row,  in  a  certain  specified  position,  and  that 
no  building  should  be  erected  on  the  piece  of  ground  in  firont  of  each  house,  which  was  to  be  laid 
out  as  a  garden,  and  that  the  vendor  would  dispose  of  all  the  lots  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
to  buUding;  and  that  in  case  the  vendor  should  build  upon  the  portion  reserved  by  him,  he  would 
build  in  a  line  with  the  other  houses,  and  would  keep  a  similar  piece  of  land  in  front  for  a  garden. 
Before  the  contracts  were  completed  by  conveyance,  the  vendor  sold  and  conveyed  the  reserved 
land  to  J^  and  the  deed  of  conveyance  recited  the  said  sales,  and  contained  a  covenant  by  the  ven- 
dor, that,  in  the  conveyances  to  ^.,  B.,  and  C,  he  would  require  them  to  enter  into  covenants  with 
J^  similar  to  their  covenants  in  the  agreements.  J.  also  thereby  covenanted  with  the  vendor,  that, 
if  he  should  build  on  the  land  purchased  by  him,  he  would  build  within  the  line,  and  would  keep 
the  said  piece  of  ground  in  front  as  a  garden.  Subsequently  the  land  purchased  by  A.  was  convey- 
ed to  him  by  a  deed,  in  which  A.  entered  into  the  same  covenants  as  he  had  entered  into  in  the 
deed  of  agreement  After  divers  mesne  assignments,  the  land  purchased  by  J,  became  vested  in 
the  Defendants,  with  notice  of  the  agreements  and  of «/.'«  covenants  in  his  purchase  deed,  and  the  land 
of  A.  came  in  like  manner  to  the  Plaintiff: — Held,  that,  whether  the  covenants  ran  with  the  land  or 
not,  as  the  Defendants  had  notice  of  them,  the  Plaintiff  might  have  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
Defendants  from  building  in  a  manner  contrary  to  the  general  scheme  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  original 
parties. 
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laiger  portion  of  the  garden  into  six  plots,  for  building        ^g^ 
purposes,  reserving  to  himself  his  house  and  the  court  and 
asmaU  piece  of  garden  land.  * 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  1  st  of  September,  1823,  and     ^*«<«»«»^ 
made  between  the  said  John  ShewM  of  the  one  part,  and 
Samud  Morris  of  the  other  part,  in  consideration  of  700t 
to  be  paid  by  Samud  Morris  to  John  SheweU,  at  the  times 
and  in  manner  therein  mentioned,  the  said  John  SheweU, 
for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  co- 
Tenanted  with  the  said  Samud  Morris,   his  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  convey  to  him  or  them  lots  1  and  2  of  the 
said  land,  which  was  described  in  the  deed  and  on  the 
plan  annexed  as  being  so  laid  out  for  building.     And  by 
the  same  agreement^  after  a  statement  that  all  the  lots  of 
ground  so  laid  out  as  thereinbefore  mentioned  were  in- 
tended for  the  erection  of  a  row  of  dwelling-houses,  and 
^hat  it  was  the  desire  of  the  parties  thereto  that  such  row 
sjioold  present  as  nearly  as  might  be  an  uniform  external 
appearance,  the  said  Samud  Morris,  so  far  as  respected  the 
^d  lots  of  ground  and  premises  thereby  agreed  to  be 
^Id.to  him,  and  the  buildings  to  be  erected  thereon,  did 
thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
^nd  assigns,  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  with  and  to  the 
said  John  Shewdl,  his  heirs  and  assigns;   and  the   said 
John  Shewdl,  so  far  as  respected  all  the  other  lots  of 
building-ground  so  laid  out  or  intended  to  be  laid  out  and 
sold  by  him  as  aforesaid,  and  the  buildings  to  be  erected 
by  the  different  purchasers  thereon,  and  the  several  acts, 
payments,  matters,  and  things  in  respect  of  the  same  lots 
of  ground  and  buildings,  to  be  respectively  erected,  built, 
made,  done,  and  performed  by  them  as  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, did  thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
minbtrators,  and  assigns,  covenant,  promise,  and  agree 
with  and  to  the  said  Samtiel  Moitxs,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
in  manner  following: — Then  followed  covenants  (amongst 
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186a  Other  things),  that  the  said  Samud  Morris^  his  heirs  an 
assigns,  should,  within  two  months,  begin  to  erect  upo 
each  of  the  said  lots  thereby  agreed  to  be  sold,  two  dwd 
ing-houses,  and  should  finish  the  same  within  two  yea 
from  the  date  thereof;  and  that  the  eastern  part  of  0U< 
houses  should  range  with  the  like  fronts  of  all  the  me 
suages  which  should  be  thereafter  built  on  the  other  lol 
and  should  be  erected  and  stand  back  in  a  regular  lii 
at  the  distance  of  thirty  feet  from  the  western  edge 
the  pavement  thereinafter  covenanted  to  be  laid  down  i 
Cambray-place;  and  that  no  building  of  any  other  descri 
tion  whatsoever  should  at  any  time  thereafter  be  erec 
ed,  built,  or  set  up  in  or  upon  or  against  the  sa 
eastern  front  of  the  said  messuages,  lands,  and  pi 
mises,  or  any  of  them,  or  upon  the  said  ground  in  fro: 
thereof,  but  that  the  ground  on  the  eastern  frt)nt 
all  the  said  messuages  shoidd  be  laid  out  as  pleasui 
ground,  and  should  be  for  ever  thereafter  used  asa  flowc 
garden  and  pleasure-ground;  and  that  no  shrub  or  tr 
should  be  planted  in  the  same  ground  which  should  grc 
or  extend  ten  feet  in  height  from  the  ground.  And  tl 
said  agreement  contained  a  provision,  that  certain  trad 
should  not  be  carried  on  in  the  said  messuages  so^to 
erected,  and  a  covenant  that  the  said  John  8heweU,  I 
heirs  or  assigns,  should  not  nor  wovld  dispose  of  any  oft 
said  remaining  four  lots  of  building  ground,  %(,nless  svbji 
to  the  like  conditions  and  restrictions  as  to  building  ai 
otherwise,  to  the  end  that  the  intention  of  the  said  parties^ 
to  the  uniformity  of  the  said  row  of  messuages  and  oAi 
wise  in  relation  thereto  thereinbefore  set  forth,  might  ul 
mately  be  carried  into  full  and  complete  effect;  and  th 
the  said  John  Shewell,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should  ai 
would,  when  and  in  case  he  should  build  a  messuage  or  mi 
suages  and  premises  on  the  pleasure-ground  between  t 
messuage  intended  to  be  erected  on  the  lot  of  ground  No. 
and  tlie  messuage  in  which  he  then  resided,  erect  the  fro 
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ihemfin  a  Km  with  the  said  messuages  thereinbefore  cave-        1853. 
nanted  to  be  erected  by  Samud  Morris,  and  should  and 
mldset  o%U  the  ground  in  front  thereof  and  keep  the  same 
mHar  in  aU  respects  as  tlie  said  ground  in  front  of  the 
nid  messuages  then  intended  to  be  erected  was  thereinbefore    ^*<***''*^ 
cotmanted  to  be  set  oi^  and  kept 

JohnShewdlsLgteed  to  sell  Lots  3,  4,  5,  and  6  to  Thomas 
Brmfiddy  John  Sheldon,  James  Bate,  and  Joseph  Smith 
respectively;  and  the  bill  alleged  that  John  SheweU  en- 
toed  into  similar  written  contracts  with  these  persons. 

Scmud  Morris  and  the  other  purchasers  of  the  said 
l>tulding  lots  proceeded  to  erect  messuages  upon  their  re- 
^t)ectiYe  lots  according  to  the  agreement     And  in  the 
^^onth  of  November,  1823,  before  the  time  fixed  by  such 
^^[reements  for  the  conveyance  of  their  lots  to  the  respect- 
^^e  purchasers,  John  SheweU  sold  the  said  house,  court, 
^jid  garden,  which  he  had  reserved,  to  Thom^as  Jones;  and 
\)y  indentures  of  lease  and  appointment  and  release,  dated 
^Respectively  the  20th  and  21st  of  November,  1823,  the  ap- 
'pointment  and  release  being  made  between  the  said  John 
Shetodl  of  the  first  part,  the  said  Thom^is  Jones  of  the  second 
part,  and  Thomas  Oriffiths  of  the  third  part,  after  reciting 
the  said  sales  to  the  said  Samuel  Morris,  Thomas  Bromfield, 
John  Sheldon,  James  Bate,  and  Joseph  Smith,  the  said 
John  SheweU,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  1800Z.,  appoint- 
ed and  conveyed  the  said  messuage,  court,  and  garden,  with 
the  appurtenances,  to  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  for  ever.     And  the  said  indenture  of  release  con- 
tained a  covenant  by  the  said  John  SheweU,  for  himself, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  with  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  that  in  the  several  releases  and  appointments,  or 
other  conveyances  and  assurances,  which  he  sliovld  make  and 
execute  to  the  said  Samuel  Morris,  Thomas  Bromfield,  John 
Sheldon,  James  Bate,  and  Joseph  Smith,  and  each  of  them. 
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1863.        0^  ^  ^^V  heirs  and  assigns  respectivdy,  of  the  respective  fote 
or  lot  of  ground  purchased,  he  the  said  John  Shewed^  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  should  require  the  said  Samuel  Morris^  Thonuu 
Bromfieldy  John  Sheldon^  James  Bate,  Joseph  Smith,  and 
ea^  of  them,  and  their  and  each  ofiheir  heirs  and  assigns, 
to  enter,  on  their  and  each  of  their  parts  and  behalves,  to 
and  with  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  in* 
to  aU  and  singular  the  several  covenants,  provisoes,  and 
agreements  mentioned  and  contained  in  the  several  contracts 
so  entered  into  by  (hem  for  (he  purchase  of  (heir  respective 
lot  or  lots  of  (he  said  ground,  or  such  of  the  said  covenants, 
agreements,  and  provisoes,  as  should  be  then  necessary 
and  be  in  existence.     And  the  same  indenture  also  con- 
tained a  covenant  by  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  for  himself, 
his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  with  and  to  the 
said  John  ShetveU,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  he  the  said 
Thomas  Jones,  his  heirs,  appointees,  and  assigns^  should 
and  would,  when  and  in  case  he  should  build  a  messuage 
or  messuages  on  the  said  piece  of  garden-ground  thereby 
conveyed,  erect  the  front  (hei*eofin  a  line  with  the  said  mes- 
suages erected  or  intended  to  be  erected  by  the  said  Samud 
Morris,  Thomas  Bromfield,  John  Sheldon,  James  Bate,  cmd 
Joseph  Smith,  and  should  and  would  set  out  tiie  grownd  in 
front  (hereof  and  keep  the  same  similar  in  aU  respects  as 
the  said  ground  in  front  of  the  said  messuages  then  erect- 
ing by  (he  said  Samuel  Morris  and  o(hers  was  intended  to 
be  set  out  and  kept 

Samuel  Morris  completed  two  messuages  upon  the  two 
lots  which  he  had  agreed  to  purchase,  and  laid  out  the 
gardens  and  pleasure-ground  belonging  to  them  according 
to  the  terms  of  his  agreement;  and  by  indentures  of  lease 
and  appointment  and  release,  dated  respectively  the  27th 
and  28th  of  February,  1824,  the  appointment  and  release 
being  made  between  the  said  John  Shewell  of  the  first 
part,  the  said  Samuel  Morj-is  of  the  second  part,  and  Jo- 
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seph  Smith  of  the  third  part,  after  reciting  the  said  agree-        1852. 
ment  of  the  1st  of  September,  1823,  the  said  premises  so 
contracted  to  be  purchased  by  the  said  Samuel  Morris 
were  appointed  and  conveyed  to  the  said  Samuel  Morris 
and  his  heirs  to  uses  to  bar  dower,  with  an  ultimate  limit- 
ation to  the  said  Samuel  Morris,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
for  ever.    This  indenture  of  release  contained  covenants 
by  the  said  Samuel  Morris  for'  himself,  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors, and  administrators,  with  the  said  John  Sheweitt,  his 
lieirs  and  assigns,  to  the  effect  specified  in  the  agreement 
of  the  Ist  of  September,  1823. 

The  Plaintiff  claimed  under  the  assigns   of  Samuel 
Morris.    The  Defendants  derived  their  title  in  like  man- 
^^T  firom  Huymas  Jones,  and  they  were  in  possession  of  the 
'^^Teditaments  and  premises  formerly  belonging  to  hinL 

In  June,  1853,  the  Defendants  pulled  down  the  house 
^Xi  these  premises,  and  commenced  building  upon  the  site, 
^^d  upon  the  ground  in  fix)nt,  a  Baptist  Chapel,  which 
l^^ected  eighteen  feet  beyond  the  eastern  front  of  the 
-^Plaintiff's  house  in  Cambray-place,   The  Plaintiff  employ- 
^^  his  solicitor  to  see  the  plan  of  the  chapel,  and  commu- 
nicate with  the  Defendants'  architect,  to  whom  the  Plain- 
^ff*8  solicitor  stated,  that  a  building  on  the  proposed  plan 
>rould  be  contrary  to  some  restrictive  covenant  affecting 
the  land,  which  he  believed  to  exist,  and  asked  to  see  the 
covenants  in  the  Defendants'  title  deeds.     This  was  re- 
fused; and  it  was  not  until  the  2nd  of  September,  1863, 
that  the  Plaintiff  obtained  drafts  or  copies  of  some  of  the 
building  agreements,  and  the  other  deeds  of  the  Defend- 
ants, which  were  then  submitted  to  counsel;  and  on  the 
21st  of  the  same  month,  in  pursuance  of  the  opinion  of 
counsel,  the  Plaintiff  served  the  Defendants  with  notice 
not  to  proceed  with  but  to  remove  so  much  of  their  build- 
ing as  extended  beyond  the  line  of  the  front  of  his  house, 
or  that  he  should  apply  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  an 
injunction  to  compel  them  to  do  so. 
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/(Mtf'f  ooTenant  to  SkeweU,  are  bound  in  equity  to  ob-         I853i 
serre  these  ooroimnts:  Whatman  t.  Gibson  (a),   TuOc  t. 
M(ukay(h),  Mann  t.  Stephens  (c). — ^Thej  required  to  see 
the  deed  id  conTejmnce  to  Jones  of  the  21st  of  Xoyember, 
]S23|  but  the  production  of  this  deed  was  refused. 

Xr.  Russdl,  Q.  C,  and  Xr.  Elderton,  contrk— The  De- 
fendints  denj  the  existence  of  the  agreement  relied  on 
by  the  liaintiff    There  is  no  proof  of  it,  except  the  belief 
of  the  naintiff    But,  if  it  ever  did  exist,  it  was  deter- 
nuned  bj  the  deed  of  conyeyance  to  Morris,  which  was 
tkaiGeforth  the  only  instrument  which  could  be  looked  at 
to  determine  the  rights  of  Morris  as  between  him  and 
SktwH    Even  if  the  deed  between  SheweU  and  Jones  can 
be  resorted  to,  the  corenants  oT  Jones  with  SheweB  in  that 
deed  would  not  run  with  the  land  for  the  benefit  of  Mor- 
ris ot  Ins  assigns-    K  a  purchaser  covenant  with  a  Tendor 
to  do  any  act  on  the  land  conveyed  to  him,  that  covenant 
^  not  run  with  all  the  other  land  of  the  vendor;  for  he 
n^t  have  1000  acres  and  convey  them  to  1000  different 
P^^tthMsers.    Could  it  be  said  that  the  covenant  would  run 
'^^  the  benefit  of  them  all?    The  equitable  obligation  can* 
^ot  be  carried  further  than  the  legal  obligation  of  the  co- 
^^^ant     [The  Yice-Cha5Ckllor. — That  was  not  the  view 
^^  t»rd  Cottenham  in  Tulk  v.  Maxhay  (b).^ 

^Xhe  Plaintiff  can  have  no  more  relief  againt  the  Defend- 
^ts  than  SheweU  could  have  had.  But  as  the  conveyance 
^^  Janes  was  prior  to  the  conveyance  to  Morris,  Shewdts 
^Tenant  with  Morris  could  not  bind  the  land  which  then 
^longed  to  Jones;  and,  moreover,  in  the  conveyance  to 
4f  arris,  there  are  none  of  the  covenants  which  SheweU 
Agreed  that  he  should  give  to  Jones;  therefore  Shewdl 
^^uld  not  claim  the  benefit  o{  Jones's  covenants  with  him, 
Xiot  having  fulfilled  his  covenants  with  Jones.     [The  Vice- 

ia)  9  Sim.  196.        (b)  11  Beav.  571;  2  Ph.  774.        (c)  15  Sim.  377. 
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1863.  Chahcellor. — But  it  docs  not  appear  that  Shewdl  new 
procured  M(nr%8  to  enter  into  sucli  coTenants  by  another 
instrument  They  would  not  be  in  that  deed  of  conTey- 
ance  to  Morris  of  course.]  It  is  part  of  the  Plaintiff's  caae 
Arrimau.  ^^^^  ShewOl  had  fulfilled  his  part  of  the  agreement  with 
Jmes,  otherwise  the  Plaintiff  could  not  ask  for  the  perform- 
ance o(  Jones's  dependent  covenant;  therefore  it  is  for  the 
Plaintiff  to  prove  that  Morris  did  so  covenant  with  Jones. 
Equity  will  not  interfere  in  these  cases,  unless  there  is  con- 
siderable mischief,  which  cannot  be  compensated  by  da- 
mages at  law,  which  is  not  the  case  here:  Attamejf-OeM- 
ral  V.  Tlie  Sheffield  Oas  Company  (o).  Moreover,  the  delay 
which  has  occurred  is  a  sufficient  defence  to  this  motion: 
Spurrier  v.  Hancock  (6). 


Judgment.     Vice-Chahcbllob  Sib  W.  Pagb  Wood: — 

Mr.  Russell  has  rabed  several  points  with  respect  to  the 
law  of  this  case.  The  first  was,  that  there  was  no  proof  of 
any  agreement  at  all  between  ShewM  and  Morris;  the  se- 
cond, that  if  there  were  such  an  agreement,  it  was  terminat- 
ed by  the  deed  which  was  made  between  ShewdlBXidMorris^ 
upon  the  execution  of  which  the  agreement  had  performed 
all  its  functions.  The  third  point  was,  that  if  that  were 
not  so,  and  the  effect  was,  that  the  parties  were  thrown 
back  upon  the  deed  between  SheweU  and  Jones,  the  cove- 
nants of  Jones  would  not  run  with  the  land  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  assigns  of  the  covenantee,  although  it  might  run 
as  against  the  assigns  of  the  covenantor;  and,  independ- 
ently of  that,  it  was  argued  that  there  is  no  privity  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  SheweU,  or  between  him  and  Jones,  which 
could  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  insist  in  equity  upon  any  re- 
lief under  the  covenant  between  Jones  and  ShewM. 

It  was  said  further,  that  there  are  certain  covenants  on 
the  part  of  SheweU  which  he  has  not  performed,  and  that 
(a)  17  Jiir.  677.  (6)  4  Ves.  667. 
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therefore  SheweU  could  not  insist  upon  this  right  against        1863. 
the  Defendants,  and  still  less  ooidd  those  do  so  who  claim- 
ed by  assignment  from  him. 

Rret,  then,  as  to  the  agreement  itself,  I  think  that,  for     •^«*^^'- 
die  purposes  of  this  motion,  upon  the  evidence  before  me, 
I  must  take  the  agreement  to  exist,  or  rather  to  have  ex- 
istei    The  affidavit  verifying  the  bill  states,  that,  to  the 
beKef  of  the  Plaintiff,  this  agreement,  which  is  set  forth 
in  the  bill,  was  executed,  being,  as  it  is  stated,  an  agree- 
ment for  sale  fit)m  SheweU  to  Morris,     It  states  also,  that 
the  Plaintiff  believes  the  agreement  to  be  in  the  posses- 
ion of  the  Defendants;  that  however,  the  Defendants  have 
tJenied.    The  affidavit  further  states,  that  the  Plaintiff 
'^lieves  that  an  indenture  was  executed,  dated  the  21st 
<>f  Ifovember,  1823,  which  he  also  believes,  and  which  is 
^o^  admitted,  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  Defendants. 
**^at  deed  contains  recitals  to  this  effect: — It  recites  "  the 
•^d  sales"  to  Morris  and  the  other  purchasers;  which 
^i^ht  be  ambiguous,  and  might  mean  only  the  fact  of 
*^^  sales,  but  that  the  deed  goes  on  to  recite  a  covenant 
^>"  Stiewell  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that,  when 
^^  should  convey  to  the  said  purchasers,  he  would  require 
^Xem  and  each  of  them,  their  and  each  of  their  heirs  and 
^^igns,  to  enter,  on  their  and  each  of  their  parts  and  be- 
halves, into  all  and  singular  the  several  covenants,  pro- 
visoes, and  agreements  mentioned  and  contained  in  the 
Several  contracts  so  entered  into  by  them  for  the  purchase 
^f  their  respective  lot  or  lots  of  the  said  ground,  or  such 
of  the  said  covenants,  agreements,  and  provisoes  as  should 
be  then  necessary  and  be  in  existence. 

It  is  therefore  averred,  that  the  agreement  is  to  the  ef- 
fect stated  in  the  bill,  and  that  the  deed  in  the  Defend- 
ants' possession  contains  these  recitals  of  that  agreement 
for  the  sale  by  SheweU  to  Morris,  and  also  a  covenant  by 
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SheweU  to  have  inserted  in  the  deeds  which  he  might  af- 
terwards execute  covenants  to  the  effect  of  the  said  cove- 
nants entered  into  in  the  said  agreement  These  are 
statements  plainly  calling  to  the  notice  of  the  Defendants* 
that  there  was  in  their  possession  an  instrument  which 
clearly  referred  to  the  agreement  That  instrument  the 
Defendants  decline  to  produce.  I  cannot  force  them  to  do 
so;  but  as  they  do  not,  I  must  take  the  statement  of  it  by 
the  Plaintiff  to  be  true,  for  the  Defendants  have  the  means 
of  disproving  it  if  it  were  not  so ;  but  they  do  not.  The 
Defendants'  case  then  stands  thus — there  has  been  an 
agreement  by  deed,  executed  by  SheweU  to  Morris^  and 
subsequently  a  sale  to  Jones;  and  the  deed  then  executed 
by  Jones  recited  that  agreement,  and  contained  a  covenant 
by  Jones  with  SheweU  and  his  assigns  to  the  same  effect 
as  the  covenant  with  Morris^  which  was  contained  in  the 
original  agreement;  and  it  informed  Jones  that  no  convey- 
ance to  Morris  was  to  be  made  for  a  certain  time.  But 
then  it  is  said,  that  the  subsequent  deed  of  conveyance  by 
SheweU  to  Morris  prastermitting  all  covenants,  ShetveU 
must  be  taken,  as  between  him  and  Morris,  not  to  be 
bound  by  his  covenants  in  the  agreement.  I  cannot,  how- 
ever, say  that  the  equitable  effect  of  all  these  arrange- 
ments between  the  parties  is  gone,  because  of  the  legal 
machinery  for  carrying  them  into  execution;  the  transac- 
tion being  that  the  two  parties  having  entered  into  an 
agreement  that  certain  buildings  should  be  erected  in  a 
certain  way,  and  certain  other  things  done  in  another  way, 
and  there  being  afterwards  an  immediate  sale  of  part  of 
the  land  to  another  person,  the  original  vendor  procured 
the  party  to  whom  the  sale  was  made  to  enter  into  a  cove- 
nant with  him  and  his  assigns,  that  he  would  observe  the 
very  covenant  which  the  vendor  had  undertaken  to  ob- 
serve towards  Moi^s. 


I  think,  under  these  circumstances,  that  whatever  equi- 
table rights  existed  would  be  still  preserved  as  between 
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Shewell  and  Morris.  But,  independently  of  that,  suppose  1553. 
the  case  stood  on  the  deed  of  conveyance  to  Jones  alone, 
the  case  would  then  be,  that  at  that  time  Shewell  was  the 
I^al  owner  of  the  particular  property  agreed  to  be  sold 
to  Morris^  giving  exact  notice  to  Jones  of  the  position  in  •Mflwie*'. 
which  he  stood  with  Morris^  and  that  Jones  agreed,  with 
T^ard  to  this  property,  that  there  should  be  no  building 
upon  it  except  in  a  particular  manner.  If  it  stood  upon 
that  deed  alone,  would  it  not  be  precisely  like  the  case  of 
Whatman  v.  Qibson{(i)^  which  seems  to  be  an  answer  to 
the  argument^  that  a  party  has  no  remedy  here  unless  he 
has  also  at  law  upon  the  covenant?  In  that  case  a 
deed  was  executed  between  the  owner  of  land  and  pur- 
chasers of  different  lots,  by  which  they  covenanted  and 
agreed,  each  with  the  others  of  them,  that  they  would 
build  in  a  certain  specified  manner;  and  further,  that  none 
of  them  would  allow  his  premises  to  be  occupied  as  a  pub- 
lic house  or  for  certain  other  purposes.  The  title  on  both 
sides  was  derived  by  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant 
through  several  persons  from  the  original  covenanting 
parties,  who  only  covenanted  with  one  another  and  not 
for  their  assigns;  but  the  Defendant,  having  notice  of  the 
covenant,  was  held  to  be  bound  by  it. 

It  was  argued  in  Whatman  v.  Qtbson  (a),  and  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  of  England  seems  to  have  acquiesced  in  the 
view,  that  the  covenant  did  not  run  with  the  land  for  the 
benefit  of  the  parties  then  before  him;  for  the  lands 
had  gone  through  several  hands  on  both  sides,  and  the 
Plaintiff  and  Defendant  derived  their  title  by  assign- 
ment from  different  persons  who  were  parties  to  the 
deed  of  covenant  The  Vice-Chancellor  of  England^  dur- 
ing the  argument,  seems  to  have  inclined  against  the 
Plaintiff.     He    says,    ''Fleming"   (the    original   owner) 

(a)  9  Sim.  196. 
F  2 
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*'  contained  in  himself  both  the  future  covenantors  anf: 
the  future   covenantees.    I  do  not  see    how  a   IMT^^ 
can  covenant  with  himself;  besides,  the  Plaintiff  neve^ 
executed   this   deed.     How,   then,   can   he  claim    relicts 
under  it?"   When  he  comes  to  give  judgment,  the  Vice-^ 
Chancellor  says,   that  the  Defendant  "  admits,   by  hiu 
answer,  that  he  does   threaten   and  intend  to  use  th^. 
house  numbered  7  as  a  family  hotel  and  tavern.     Ther^ 
can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  he  has  brought  himselt  J 
within  the  words  of  the  covenant  in  the  deed."     He  theirx 
observes,  that,  "though  neither  the  qonveyance  to  CvlA 
nor  the  conveyance  to  AiLStin  (under  which  the  parties^ 
severally  claim)  has  been  produced" — (in  that  respect  iS^  J 
resembled  this  case), — "  yet,"  he  proceeds,  "  I  must  take^ 
it  as  a  fact,  that  those  deeds  recited  that  Cull  and  Austitm^ 
had  executed  the  deed  of  February,  1799 ;  and  with  respects 
to  that  deed,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  matter  is  to  be  consi — 
dered  in  this  Court,  not  merely  with  reference  to  the  form 
in  which  the  covenants  are  expressed,  but  also  with  refer- 
ence to  what  is  contained  in  the  preliminary  part  of  the 
deed,  namely,  that  Fleming  had  determined,  and  proposed 
and  did  thereby  expressly  declare,  that  it  should  be  a  gene- 
ral and  indispensable  condition  of  the  sale  of  all  or  any 
part  of  the  land  intended  to  fofm  the  row,  that  the  several 
proprietors  of  such  land,  respectively,  for  the  time  being, 
should  observe  and  abide  by  the  several  stipulations  and 
regulations  thereinafter  contained  or  expressed  in  regard 
to  the  several  houses  to  be  erected  thereon,  and  in  all  other 

particulars.    Then  follow  the  stipulations One  of 

them  is,  that  none  of  the  proprietors  of  any  of  the  several 
lots  or  parcels  of  land  intended  to  form  the  row  shall,  at  any 
any  time  or  times,  .  .  .  on  any  of  the  several  lots  or  parcels 
of  land  which  shall  be  to  them  respectively  belonging  for  the 
time  being"  use  the  trade  or  business  of  a  tavern  or  ale 
house  keeper.  Then  he  says,  "  it  is  quite  clear  that  all 
parties  who  executed  this  deed  were  bound  by  it;  and 
the  only  question  is,  whether,  there  being  an  agreement. 
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all  persons  who  come  in  as  devisees  or  assignees  under 
those  who  took  with  notice  of  the  deed,  are  not  bound  by 
it?  I  see  no  reason  why  such  an  agreement  should  not  be 
hindiDg  in  equity  on  the  parties  so  coming  in  with  notice. 
Each  proprietor  is  manifestly  interested  in  having  all  the 
neighbouring  houses  used  in  such  a  way  as  to  preserve  the 
general  uniformity  and  respectability  of  the  row,  and  con- 
sequently in  preventing  any  of  the  houses  from  being 
conyerted  into  shops  or  taverns."  Therefore,  taking  the 
deed  between  Jones  and  Sliewell  alone,  these  two  parties, 
having  clearly  agreed  with  each  other  that  the  property 
should  be  laid  out  in  a  particular  way,  all  those  who  come 
in  under  them  are  bound  in  equity  by  their  covenants,  if 
they  had  notice  of  them. 
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}b.Elderton'8  objection  remains.  He  says,  thdit  Shewell 
himself  could  not  come  here  for  this  relief,  because  he  did 
not  perform  the  agreement  on  his  part.  SheweWs  agree- 
nient  was,  that  he  would  procure  Morris  to  enter  into  cer- 
tain covenants.  I  think,  however,  that  this  question  has 
not  been  fairly  raised  in  this  case.  No  doubt  there  are  no 
such  covenants  as  were  agreed  upon  in  the  conveyance  to 
iioDis;  but  the  Defendants  were  bound  to  state,  if  they 
intended  so  to  insist,  that  Jones  never  had  in  any  other 
form  such  covenants  as  SheweU  agreed  to  procure  for 
him  It  may  at  this  moment  be  possible,  that,  among 
other  papers  in  the  Defendants'  possession,  there  may  be  a 
deed  in  which  Morris  has  covenanted  with  Jones  to  the 
same  effect  as  was  stipulated  in  the  agreement.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  Defendants  are  not  now  entitled  at 
the  bar  to  insist  upon  that  objection,  in  order  to  prevent 
the  parties  who  come  in  under  SheweU  having  the  relief  to 
^hich  SheweU  himself  would  have  been  entitled,  because 
the  point  has  never  been  properly  raised  against  them.  The 
real  difficulty  which  I  have  felt  is,  as  to  the  delay  which 
has  occurred.  As  to  the  words  of  the  covenant,  I  have  none, 
^he  delay  is  not  by  any  means  satisfactorily  explained. 
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and  if  it  were  not  for  tlie  peculiar  course  of  conduct  taken 
by  the  Defendants,  and  the  certainty  that  they  were  act- 
ing with  the  full  knowledge,  that,  from  the  first  moment 
when  the  Plaintiff  knew  that  the  covenant  was  about  to 
be  infringed,  he  intended  to  assert  his  rights,  and  that 
they  spent  every  farthing  which  they  have  laid  out  with 
that  knowledge ;  and  if  it  were  not  also  for  the  fact  that 
they  had  in  their  own  possession  the  very  measure  of  their 
rights,  I  should  have  said  that  the  delay  which  has  taken 
place  would  have  prevented  the  Plaintiff  from  obtaining 
relief  by  this  interlocutory  proceeding;  and  if  the  Defend- 
ants had  given  an  undertaking  to  abide  by  the  order  of 
the  Court  at  the  hearing,  I  should  not  have  done  any- 
thing until  that  time. 

His  Honour  recapitulated  the  circumstances  which  had 
occurred  relative  to  the  building,  and  the  delay  in  suing, 
observing  that  the  Plaintiff's  delay  was  partly  excused  by 
the  difficulty  of  obtaining  information  concerning  the  co- 
venants, which  the  Defendants  could  have  supplied  but 
would  not,  and  concluded  by  making  an  order  granting 
an  injunction,  prefaced  by  a  declaration  to  the  following 
effect: — 


Minut€  of 
Order, 


Order  that  the  Defendants  declining  to  abide  by  such 
order  as  the  Court  may  make  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause, 
with  reference  to  the  removal  of  the  building  erected  or 
to  be  erected  in  front  of  a  line  extending  33  feet  6  inches, 
running  northwards  from  and  in  continuation  of  the  front 
of  the  Plaintiff's  house,  or  any  part  of  such  building,  be 
restrained  from  proceeding  with  or  erecting  any  building 
in  front  of  such  line. 
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BOYSE  V,  ROSSBOROUGtt  ^ov,  4th, 

Dec,  5th. 
iHIS  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  a  general  demur-  ^^^"^^JJf^* 
rer  for  want  of  equity.     The  material  statements  in  the  the  Heir  at 

bill  were  as  follows : —  Devuee  o/the 

legal  Eatate — 
Origin  qf  the 

ComrColdough  died  on  the  23rd  of  August,  1842,  leav-  Jj^nedietim-- 

,  ^  Averment  (tftke 

mg  the  Plaintiff,  his  widow,  survivinfi:  him.     At  the  time  Defendanfe 

of  his  death  he  was  seised  of  considerable  real  estate  in         J 

Irdand,  and  he  was  also  seised  of  a  mansion-house,  land,  ^aintain«i^ 

and  premises,  called  Boteler  Hov^sey  in  the  county  of  Olou-  »  devisee  of  the 

...  l^gal  eatate  in 

ces^,  for  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  fee  simple,  and  he  real  property, 
was  possessed  of  personal  estate  to  a  considerable  amount.  wga^iJn,*?©^^ 

purpose  of  es- 

C(B9ar  Coldovghy  when  he  was  of  sound  and  disposing  ^Ji^lJ^Lfthe 
niind,  memory,  and  understanding,  duly  made  and  signed  testator's  heir- 
Us  last  will  and  testament,  dated  the  6th  of  August,  1842,  the  heir  has 
and  executed  and  attested  as  by  law  required ;  and  he  there-  tira^of  ejwt^' 

ment  against 
the  devisee. 
Pnrioosly  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds  the  Court  of  Chancery  frequently  took  upon  itself  to  determine 

^  validity  of  wills  by  inquiry  before  some  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court,  a  practice  which  has  ceased 

•nice  the  case  of  Kerrich  v.  Bran^^  7  Bro.  P.  C.  437,  a.d.  1727. 

Bnt,  as  early  as  the  time  of  James  the  First,  it  appears  to  have  been  considered  that  the  proper 
iDode  of  tiying  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  a  will  of  real  estate,  was  by  a  trial  at  law,  the  Court  of 
nttDcery  reserving  power  to  deal  with  the  cose  tt  justice  might  require. 

Tbe  proceeding  in  equity  to  establish  a  will  against  the  heir  differs  very  much  from  assisting  to 
tiy  its  validity  or  invalidity,  either  by  removing  the  obstacle  of  an  outstanding  term,  in  which  case 
the  trial  at  law  would  be  by  ejectment,  or  by  perpetuating  testimony  concerning  the  will ;  because, 
\ij  a  decree  establishing  the  will,  the  heir-at-law  is  so  bound  that  a  perpetual  injunction  would  be 
gnnted  against  him,  if  after  such  decree  he  should  attempt  to  impeach  the  will 

The  origin  of  this  jurisdiction  is  obscure;  but,  on  principle,  it  cannot  arise  from  the  fact  of  the 
dense  being  upon  trust,  for  that  can  make  no  difference  to  the  heir;  or  because  the  Court  experiences 
a  difficulty,  for  then,  in  all  other  cases  of  difficulty  occurring  under  deeds,  there  would  be  the 
time  jorisdiction. 

Nor  can  it  be  for  the  protection  of  trustees,  because  the  jurisdiction  exists  where  there  is  no  trust, 
hat  only  the  obstacle  of  an  outstanding  legal  estate,  which  prevents  an  action  at  law. 

But  upon  principle  and  authority  there  is  an  inherent  equity  on  the  part  of  the  devisee,  whether 
legal  or  equitable,  arising  from  the  mere  £Eu:t  of  the  devise,  to  have  the  will  established  against  the 
heir. 

An  averment  in  such  a  bill,  that  ^.  claims  to  be  heir  of  the  testator,  supported  by  a  statement  that 
he  has  sued  in  that  character  in  Ireland,  and  succeeded,  is  sufficient 

Aat  the  legal  estate  has  been  conveyed  by  the  Plaintiff  to  his  own  trustee  since  the  testator's 
death  cannot  give  any  equity  to  sustain  such  a  bill. 
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by  gave  and  devised  all  and  singular  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  the  Plaintiff  Jane  Stratford  Boyse^  now  the  wife 
of  Thomas  Boyse,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  to  and  for  her  and  their  own  absolute  use  and  be- 
nefit, and  appointed  her  executrix  of  his  said  wilL 

The  testator  did  not  revoke  or  alter  his  said  will;  and 
on  the  12th  of  September,  1842,  the  Plaintiff  proved  the 
same  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  and  she 
possessed  herself  of  the  testator's  personal  estate. 

On  the  6th  of  January,  1 846,  the  Plaintiff  intermar- 
ried with  her  present  husband  Thomas  Boyse. 

By  the  settlement  made  upon  her  marriage,  which  was 
dated  the  6th  of  January,  1846,  and  was  duly  made  and 
executed  between  and  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  first  part;  the 
said  Thomas  Boyse  of  the  second  part;  and  Thomas  This- 
Hethwaytey  since  deceased,  and  the  Defendants  ITuymas 
ThisUethwayte  the  younger  and  Anthony  Morris  Storer  of 
the  third  part;  the  Plaintiff,  with  the  consent  of  the  said 
Thomas  Boyse,  conveyed  to  the  said  Thomas  ThisUethwayte, 
Thomas  ThisUethwayte  the  younger,  and  Anthony  Morris 
Storer,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  said  mansion-house, 
land,  and  premises,  called  Boteler  House,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, to  hold  the  same  after  the  solemnisation  of  the 
Plaintiff's  then  intended  marriage,  to  such  uses  and  in 
such  manner  as  the  Plaintiff,  by  any  deed  or  by  her  will, 
should  notwithstanding  her  coverture  appoint;  and  in  de- 
fault of  and  subject  to  such  appointment,  to  the  use  of  the 
said  Thomas  ThisUethwayte,  Thomas  Thistlethwayte  the 
younger,  and  Anthony  Morris  Storer,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  during  the  joint  lives  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  said  Thomas  Boyse,  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  said  premises  to  the  Plaintiff  for 
her  separate  use;  and  at  the  death  of  the  said  Thomas 
Boyse,  in  case  he  should  die  before  the  Plaintiff,  to  the 
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Ufleof  the  Plaintiff,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever;  but        1553. 
if  the  Pkintiff  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Tho-      ^T'''"*' 

BOTSX 

imBoyde,  then,  after  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  the  «. 

lue  of  the  person  or  persons  who  at  her  death  should  an-  I  ***' 

swerthe  description  of  her  heir  or  heirs-at-law,  and  the  ^*«'«"«»'- 
heirs  and  assigns  of  such  person  or  persons. 

The  Defendant  Mem)  Orey  WerUworth  Roaaborough, 
ihe  nife  of  the  Defendant  John  TTiomaa  Roaahorough, 
was,  before  her  marriage  with  him,  called  Ma/ry  Orey 
Wentworth  Ccldough  The  Defendants  John  Thomaa 
ScesboTOugh  and  Maay  Orey  WerUworth  his  wife  allege, 
that  the  said  Mary  Orey  Weritworth  Roaaborough  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  Gceaar  Coldough^  the  tes- 
tator, and  that  she  is  now  the  heiress-at-law  of  the  said 
Oma/r  GclcUyagh^  the  testator,  and  they  make  out  such 
heirship  in  manner  following: — 

The  Defendants  John  ThomcLa  Roaaborough  and  Mary 
Qfty  Wentworih  his  wife  allege,  as  the  fact  is,  that  Ccaaar 
OfMoughy  the  testator,  was  the  eldest  son  and  only  surviv- 
ing issue  of  Veaey  Colclough,  commonly  called  Sir  Veaey 
Coldough;  and  that  the  said  Sir  Veaey  Colclough  was  the 
eldest  son  and  only  surviving  issue  of  Veaey  Coldough^  the 
grandfather;  and  that  the  next  eldest  brother  of  Veaey 
Odldough  the  grandfather  was  Adam,  Colclough;  and  that 
the  said  Adam  Colclough  had  a  son  named  Casaar  Col- 
dough, and  called  Casaar  Colclough  the  barrister;  and  the 
said  Defendants  allege,  that  Ccsaar  Colclough  the  barrister 
was  married  to  Suaannah  Leach,  and  died  in  the  year 
1822,  leaving  two  daughters,  namely,  Louiaa  Ponaonby 
Ccldoughy  who  died  before  the  testator  Cceaar  Colclough^ 
unmarried,   and  the  said  Mary  Grey  Wentworth  Roaa- 
horough;  and  the  said  John  Thomaa  RoaAorough  and  Mary 
Orey  Wentworth  his  wife  allege,  that,  at  the  death  of  Cce- 
aar Coldough  the  testator,  the  Defendant  Mary  Orey  Went- 
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1853.  ^  worth  Bo83boroiiffh  was  the  heiress-at-law  of  the  said  Ccesar 
Coldough  the  barrister;  and  they  allege,  as  the  fact  is, 
that  the  said  Ccesar  Coldough  the  barrister,  if  then  living, 
would  have  been  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Ccesar  Col- 
dough the  testator. 

In  the  month  of  September,  1849,  the  Defendants  John 
Thomas  RosAorough  and  Mary  Grey  Wentworth  his  wife 
filed  their  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  against 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  said  Thomas  Boyse,  thereby  stating 
the  will  of  the  said  Ccesar  Coldough  the  testator,  and  al- 
leging that  the  said  Mary  Orey  Wentworth  RosAorough 
was  the  heiress-at-law  of  Ccesar  Coldough  the  testator; 
and  stating  and  alleging  various  matters  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  that  the  said  will  had  been  obtained  by  means 
of  improper  and  undue  influence  exercised  by  the  Plain- 
tiff over  the  said  Ccesar  Coldough  the  testator;  and  charg- 
ing that  the  said  Ccesar  Coldough  the  testator  was  not 
aware  of  the  effect  of  the  said  will,  and  that  he  was  not, 
at  the  time  of  making  the  same,  of  sound  and  disposing 
mind  and  understanding,  and  was  not  possessed  of  suffi- 
cient bodily  health  and  firmness,  of  his  own  unbiassed  judg- 
ment, and  with  clear  intellect,  to  settle  his  worldly  affairs; 
and  charging  that  the  said  will  was  wholly  void  by  reason 
of  the  mental  incapacity  and  unsoundness  of  mind  of 
Ccesar  Coldough  the  testator,  and  also  by  reason  of  the 
undue  and  improper  influence  and  control  exercised  over 
him  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  said 
will;  and  charging,  that,  the  said  Ccesar  Coldough  having 
died  intestate,  the  said  Mary  Orey  Wentworth  Rossborough, 
as^his  heiress-at-law,  and  John  Thonias  Rossborough,  as  her 
husband,  were  entitled  to  the  real  estates  of  the  said  Ccesar 
Coldough;  and  praying  that  the  said  will  of  the  6th  ol 
August,  1842,  might  be  set  aside  and  declared  void,  and 
delivered  up  to  be  cancelled ;  and  that,  if  the  Court  should 
think  fit,    an  issue  might  be  directed  to  the  county  of 
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Wex/wrd,  to  try  the  validity  of  the  said  will,  or  that  the 
said  John  Thomas  RosAorough  and  Mary  Orey  Wentworth 
his  wife  might  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  at  law  by  eject- 
ment, for  the  recovery  of  the  estates  devised  by  the  said 
vill,  and  for  further  relief 

He  Plaintiff  and  her  husband  put  in  their  answer  to 
the  said  bill,  and  witnesses  were  examined  on  both  sides 
in  the  cause;  and  on  the  31st  of  January,  1852,  an  or- 
der was  made  in  the  cause  directing  that  an  issue  should 
be  tried  before  a  jury  of  the  county  of  Weaford,  whether 
the  paper  writing,  dated  the  6th  of  August,  1842,  was  or 
was  not  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  Ccesar  Col- 
dough  the  testator. 

The  issue  was  tried  accordingly,  and  resulted  in  a 
Terdict  against  the  said  will;  the  Plaintiff  and  her  hus- 
band applied  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  for  a 
new  trial  of  the  said  issue,  on  various  grounds,  which  ap- 
plication was  refused ;  and  a  decree  was  made  in  the  said 
cause  declaring  the  invalidity  of  the  said  will  of  the  6th 
of  August,  1842. 

The  statements  and  charges  introduced  into  the  said 
bill  filed  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Irelandy  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing  the  invalidity  of  the  said  will,  were 
and  are  untrue ;  and  the  Plaintiff  is  advised  that  the  or- 
der of  the  same  Court  refusing  a  new  trial  of  the  said  is- 
sue, and  the  decree  of  the  same  Court  declaring  the  inva- 
lidity of  the  said  will,  were  and  are  erroneous;  and  the 
Plaintiff  has  appealed  from  such  order  and  decree  to  the 
House  of  Lords. 

The  bill  then  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  was  in  possession 
of  the  said  mansion-house,  land,  and  premises,  called 
Botder  House,  or  in  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  there- 
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1853.        ^^9  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  '^^  ^^^^  ^^  possession  of  the  personal 
property  of  Ccesar  Coldough  the  testator,  bequeathed  by 


V.  his  will;  and  that  no  attempt  had  been  made  to  impeach 

B08SB0R0UGH.  ^j^^  ^^  ^J^^  ^^  ^^  as  related  to  the  personal  estate  of  the 
Statement,  g^^jj  testator.  That  the  Defendants  John  Thomas  RosAo- 
rough  and  Mary  Orey  Wentwoiih  his  wife  alleged,  that  the 
said  will  of  the  6th  of  August,  1842,  was  invalid  with  re- 
gard to  the  mansion-house,  land,  and  premises  of  Botder 
House  aforesaid,  which  was  the  only  real  estate  in  Eng- 
land  of  which  Ccesar  Coldough  the  testator  was  seised; 
and  that  the  said  Defendants  alleged  that  the  said  Ccesar 
Coldough  the  testator  died  intestate  as  to  the  said  man- 
sion-house, land,  and  premises;  and  that  the  said  Mary 
Orey  Wentworth  Rosshorough  was  entitled  to  the  same  as 
his  heiress-at-law,  and  that  they  claimed  the  same  accord- 
ingly; but  that  they  refused  to  take  any  proceedings  in  the 
Courts  of  this  country  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
validity  or  invalidity  of  the  said  will,  or  of  obtaining  pos- 
session of  the  said  mansion-house,  land,  and  premises: 
and  that  they  desired  and  intended  to  delay  such  proceed- 
ings until  the  witnesses,  by  which  the  Plaintiff  might  es- 
tablish the  validity  of  the  said  will,  many  of  whom  were 
advanced  in  age,  should  have  died  or  removed  from  the 
country,  in  order  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  deprived  of 
the  benefit  of  such  testimony. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  the  Defendants  Thomas 
ThisUethwayte  and  Anthony  Morris  Storer  were  the  sur- 
viving trustees  of  the  said  indenture  of  settlement  of  the 
6th  of  January,  1846;  and  that  they  were  unable,  by  rea- 
son of  the  claims  made  by  the  said  John  Thomas  Rostbo- 
rough  and  Mary  Orey  Wentworth  his  wife  as  aforesaid,  to 
execute  or  act  in  the  trusts  of  the  said  indenture  of  the 
6th  of  January,  1846;  and  that  they  required  the  said 
will  of  the  said  Ccesar  Coldough  to  be  established,  and  the 
title  of  the  Plaintiff  as  his  devisee  to  be  confirmed. 


SUUemenL 
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The  hill  contained  the  usual  charge  of  the  possession  of  1863. 
material  documents  by  the  Defendants  RosAorough  and 
vife;  and  it  prayed,  that  the  said  will  of  Ocesar  Colclough 
the  testator,  dated  the  6th  of  August,  1842,  might  be  es- 
tablished; and  that  it  might  be  declared,  that  the  man<^ 
non-house,  land,  and  premises,  called  Botder  House,  pass- 
ed under  and  were  devised  by  the  said  will,  and  wer^ 
sobject  to  the  said  indenture  of  settlement  of  the  6th  of 
January,  1846:  that,  if  the  Court  should  think  fit,  an  is- 
sue mi^t  be  directed  to  try  the  validity  of  the  said  will: 
and  that,  for  the  purpose  of  such  issue,  and  for  the  es- 
taUishing  of  the  said  will,  all  proper  and  usual  directions 
mif^t  be  given. 

To  this  bill,  Mwry  Orey  W&fkwarth  Roasborough  and  her 
husband  demurred  for  want  of  equity. 


lb.  J,  Russdlf  Q.C.,  Mr.  Younge,  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior  for     Argument. 
the  demurrer. — ^This  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  establish 
a  win  against  the  heir  at  the  suit  of  a  mere  legal  devisee, 
who  has  no  equitable  title  or  interest  in  the  property  un- 
der the  will.     The  legal  devisee  has  no  right  to  prevent 
the  heir  bringing  ejectment,  and  to  force  him  to  take  this 
particular  mode  of  trying  his  right:    Jones  v.  Jones  (a). 
The  allegation,  that  the  Defendant  is  in  possession  and 
is  taking  the  chance   of  the  witnesses  dying,  is  only  a 
foundation  for  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony.     The  bill 
contains  no  positive  averment  that  the  Defendant  is 
heiress-at-law  of  the  testator,  but  only  that  the  Defend- 
ant so  alleges,  which  is  too  vague.     The  question  of  the 
validity  of  the  will  is  concluded  by  the  proceedings  in 
Irdand. 

The  Solicitor-General,  Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cairns  for 
the  bilL — For  a  long  period  the  Court  of  Chancery  allowed 

(a)3Mer.  161. 
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1863.        bills  of  thb  kind  to  be  filed  against  the  heir,  because  o 

BoYKB        ^^^  peculiar  practice  at  law,  which  permitted  him  to  brin( 

«»•  numerous  successive  actions  of  ejectment,  notwithstand 

mg  previous  verdicts  against  nim,  and  anordea  no  mean 

Argument.  ^^  trying  the  question  once  for  all.  In  many  of  the» 
suits,  no  doubt,  there  was  some  other  element  of  equitabL 
jurisdiction,  but  there  are  old  precedents  in  which  ther< 
was  none.  Lord  Chancellor  CoUenham,  in  Grove  v.  Bag 
tard  (a),  recognised  distinctly  the  right  of  the  Court  to  erf 
tertain  a  suit  like  the  present;  and  the  will  in  that  cast 
being  objectionable,  he  required  the  legal  devisees  to  fil< 
a  bill  to  establish  the  will  against  the  heir.  [Mr.  Roach 
arnicus  curice,  informed  the  Court,  that  the  bill  so  filec 
was  simply  a  bill  by  the  legal  devisees.  The  cestu 
que  trusts  were  not  parties  to  the  bill;  and  it  only  pray 
ed  that  the  will  might  be  established  against  the  heir.^ 
The  suit  instituted  by  Lord  Gottenham's  direction  wai 
contested  before  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce,  who  di 
rected  an  issue ;  and  it  came  on,  upon  further  directions 
before  Vice  Chancellor  Parker-,  on  the  11th  of  November 
1851,  Gfrove  v.  Young  (b);  and,  on  that  day,  his  Honoui 
made  a  decree,  declaring  the  will  of  the  testator  in  th< 
cause  well  proved,  "  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  estab 
lished  and  carried  into  execution,"  and  ordered  and  de 
clared  the  same  accordingly. — Reg.  Lib.  1851,  A.  103 
Lord  Eldony  in  BooUe  v.  BlundeU  (c),  says,  that  the  effeci 
of  such  suits  upon  the  heir  was,  that,  if  the  will  should  b< 
once  establisbed  against  him,  he  could  never  claim  the  de 
vised  property  again;  that  is,  that  the  foundation  of  sue! 
bills  was  the  necessity  of  having  the  question  decided  onc( 
for  all,  and,  therefore,  it  was  not  necessary  to  wait  until 
there  had  been  numerous  actions  of  ejectment  before  in- 
stituting such  a  suit;  but,  in  return  for  this  advantage  tc 
the  devisee,  the  Court  of  Chancery  imposes  upom  him  the 
obligation  of  submitting  all  his  witnesses  to  examination. 

(a)  2  Ph.  619.  (6)  5  De  G.  &  S.  38.  (c)  19  Ves.  602. 
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JTTlie  Vicb-Chancellor. — ^In  the  case  of  a  bond-debt,  set-         1863. 
tied  upon  trusts,  you  could  not  bring  the  obligor  disputing      "boysb^ 
the  bond  to  try  his  riirht  here.l     No:  that  proves  that    _      ^' 

....  .  /.Ml  R<)W*MOROUOH. 

there  must  be  an  onginal  junsdiction  in  the  case  of  wills.         

If  the  Court  of  Chancery  acquired  jurisdiction  only  by  ^if^^^ 
reason  of  the  trusts,  it  might,  in  like  cases,  decide  on  the 
validity  of  any  legal  instrument  in  the  course  of  trying 
such  equitable  rights.  Bemey  v.  Eyre  (a)  was  a  suit  to 
establish  a. legal  devise  against  the  heir.  So,  in  Scoones  v. 
Mordl  (6),  a  similar  suit  appears  to  have  been  sustained 
by  a  legal  devisee.  [The  Vice-Chancellor  sent  for  the 
Reg.  Lib.  1834,  B.  2;  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
cree in  that  case  contained  a  direction  that  the  trusts  of 
the  will  should  be  carried  into  execution.] 

Ifthe  Plaintiff  have  a  right  to  institute  a  suit  in  Chan- 
cery in  respect  of  any  equitable  interest  which  she  may 
have  in  the  property,  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  her 
right  to  have  the  will  established  against  the  heir.  But  here 
she  has  such  right,  because  of  her  equitable  interest  under 
the  settlement,  and  the  will  forms  a  part  of  her  equitable 
title.  Ifthe  trusts  were  declared  by  the  will,  of  course  there 
^ould  be  jurisdiction,  but  there  is  no  privity  between  the 
heir  and  the  cestui  que  trust.     The  trusts  in  no  way  affect 
the  heir,  and  in  principle  an  equitable  devisee  can  have  no 
more  right  to  sue  the  heir  than  an  equitable  assign  of  a  le- 
gal devisee.  An  equitable  devisee  has  no  better  mode  of  rais- 
ing the  question  at  law  than  a  legal  devisee.    In  either  case, 
there  is  the  same  imperfection  in  the  means  of  raising  and 
trying  the  issue.     Therefore,  if  the  Plaintiff  must  have 
an  equitable  title,  it  is  enough  to  shew  that  she  has  such 
a  title  acquired  since  the  will     The  objection  is  to  the 
Plaintiff  as  a  suitor,  and  is  removed  directly  it  is  proved 
that  she  belongs  to  the  class  of  persons  who  are  entitled 
to  equitable  relief     If  the  jurisdiction  arises  only  from 
the  fact  that  the  trusts  sought  to  be  administered  are  de- 

(a)  3  Atk.  386.  (b)  1  Bcav.  253. 
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1853.        claxed  by  an  instrument  the  legal  validity  of  which  is  im- 
peached, then  it  would  exist  in  the  case  of  other  instru- 
ments as  well  as  wills,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  a  disen- 
tailing deed  declaring  trusts,  the  legal  validity  of  which  is 
Argument,     disputed  by  the  heir  in  tail 

As  to  the  allegation  of  the  Defendant's  title,  it  is  suf- 
ficient for  the  purpose  of  the  suit.  It  is  not  necessary 
for  the  Plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  Defendant  is  the 
heir.  There  never  is  an  inquiry  directed  at  the  hearing 
whether  the  Defendant  to  such  a  suit  is  the  testator's 
heir.  In  Mitford  on  Pleading,  p.  53,  it  is  laid  down  that 
a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  "should  state  that  the 
Defendant  has,  or  that  he  pretends  to  have,  or  that  he 
claims,  an  interest  to  contest  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff;" 
and  in  p.  160,  "  The  Plaintiff  must,  by  his  bill,  shew  some 
claim  of  interest  in  the  Defendant  in  the  subject  of  the 
suit,  which  can  make  him  liable  to  the  Plaintiff's  de- 
mands." The  Defendant  cannot  claim  to  be  heir  and  at 
the  same  time  object  that  she  is  not  the  person  to  try  the 
issue;  nor  could  more  than  one  such  claimant  be  made  a 
party  to  this  bill 

The  proceedings  in  Ireland  do  not  affect  this  suit. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. — They  could  not  be  pleaded  in 
bar  to  this  bilL 

Mr.  Russell,  Q.  C,  in  reply,  referred  to  the  forms  of  decrees 
in  these  suits  given  in  Seton  on  Decrees,  p.  82,  all  of  which 
contain  a  direction  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  should  be  per- 
formed. [The  ViCE-CnAUCBLLOR. — ^Those  are  some  forms; 
but  there  are  undoubtedly  some  others  which  differ  from 
them  in  that  respect]  The  Court  had  not,  until  lately, 
the  power  of  making  a  merely  declaratory  decree.  [Th^ 
Vice-Chancellor. — Lord  Cottenltxim,  in  Orove  v.  Bos- 
tard{a),  says,  that  the  Court  had  such  power  "in  effect" 

(a)  2  Ph.  622. 
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in  this  case.]  As  to  the  statement  of  the  Defendant's  char- 
acter, Yice-Chancellor  Shadv/ell,  in  Hammond  y.  Mes- 
mger{a),  says,  that  ''  a  statement  that  a  party  alleges  a 
thing  to  be  so  and  so,  cannot  be  considered  a  positive  state* 
meat  that  the  thing  is  so  and  so."  [The  Yige-Chakcelloe 
referred  to  DaUon  v.  I{ayter(b),  where  a  charge,  that  a  De- 
fendant had  no  interest  under  certain  deeds,  but  that  he 
made  some  claim  to  be  interested  in  the  estates  which 
were  the  subject  of  the  suit,  the  nature  of  which  claim  he 
ought  to  set  forth,  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  prevent  a 
demurrer  by  him  (c).] 

The  Vicb-Chanobllob  reserved  his  judgment 


1863. 

BOYSB 

V. 

Il08«BOIlOUUH. 
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Vicb-Chahcbllob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

The  bill  in  this  case  is  filed  by  a  lady  of  the  name  of 
Jane  Stratford  Boyse,  setting  forth  the  will  of  Ccesar  Cot- 
dough,  under  which  she  is  the  devisee  in  fee  of  his  real 
estate;  and  stating,  that  subsequently  to  hb  death  she,  up- 
on her  marriage  with  her  present  husband,  executed  a 
settlement,  by  which  the  property  which  she  took  by  that 
devise  was  conveyed  in  fee  simple  to  certain  trustees,  who 
^  named  as  Defendants  in  the  bill,  in  trust,  among  other 
things,  for  her  separate  use,  with  other  ultimate  trusts; 
and  further  stating,  that  a  person  claiming  to  be  heir-at 
laur  of  the  testator  has  taken  proceedings  in  Ireland,  for 
the  purpose  of  affecting  the  validity  of  this  will,  by  a  bill 
filed  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland;  and  that  an 
issue  has  been  directed  under  these  proceedings  in  Ireland^ 
and  that  the  result  of  that  issue  has  been  a  verdict  against 
the  will  and  in  favour  of  the  heir,  with  respect  to  the  pro- 
perty there  in  question, — the  Irish  estates, — and  that  a 
aew  trial  has  been  moved  for  by  the  Plaintiff,  which  has 

(a)  9  Sim.  335.  (b)  7  Beav.  313. 

(c)  See  also  Flwnbe  v.  Plume,  4  Y.  &  C,  Exch.,  345. 


Dec.  blh. 
Judgment. 
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1853.        been  refused;  and  that  there  is  an  appeal  firom  the  ord^ 
refusing  the  new  trial,  and  from  the  decree  of  the  GouiV 
which  declared  the  invalidity  of  the  wiU,  and  that  Bixdk 
appeal  is  now  pending  in  the  House  of  Lords.    The  \Si 

'"^''**'*^     then  proceeds  to  state  that  the  trustees,  in  consequene^  rf 
the  claim  set  up  by  the  heir-at-law,  are  unable  to  acrfciA 
the  trusts  of  the  indenture  of  settlement,  and  prays  fcTl*^ 
the  will  may  be  established,  and  for  a  declaration  that      the 
property  comprised  in  the  indenture  of  settlement  is  in^oir 
properly  subject  to  the  trusts  of  that  indenture. 

A  general  demurrer  has  been  put  in  to  this  bill  by       ^h< 
heiress-at-law  of  the  testator,  who  is  one  of  the  Defendat^^to; 
and  this  demurrer  has  been  rested  chiefly,  on  the  parC^  «f 
the  Defendant  demurring,  on  the  ground,  that  a  bill  y^Jll 
not  lie  in  this  Court  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  fi^ 
will  of  a  testator  at  the  instance  of  a  party  who  takes  tli0 
legal  estate  under  the  devise. 

Other  questions,  independent  of  that,  have  been  sug- 
gested in  argument  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  in  sup* 
porting  the  bill  Those  other  questions  I  will  refer  to 
presently;  but  I  confess  that  I  should  have  found  con- 
siderable difficulty  in  supporting  the  bill  upon  the  other 
grounds  that  have  been  so  suggested.  Therefore,  it  has 
become  necessary  for  me  to  consider  the  general  question, 
whether  or  not  a  bill  can  be  maintained  by  a  party  taking 
the  legal  estate  by  devise,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
the  will  against  the  testator's  heir-at-law.  In  making  this 
inquiry,  I  have  found  it  necessary  to  go  back  to  a  great 
number  of  the  earlier  authorities,  and  I  have  had  consi- 
derable difficulty  in  obtaining  any  very  clear  light  on  the 
subject  as  to  the  origin  of  the  jurisdiction  in  establishing  a 
will  in  any  case  against  the  heir-at-law.  As  far  as  I  can 
at  all  trace  it  back,  this  jurisdiction  seems  to  have  arisen 
in  some  measure  originally  from  the  necessity  of  trying 
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lU  questions  on  devises,  except  on  devises  of  customary  es-        i853. 
tate  in  this  Court;  because,  previously  to  the  Statute  of      ^*boyT^ 
DeYises(a),   unless  the  lands  were  devisable  by  custom,  «•    . 

the  derise  could  only  take  eflTect  by  means  of  a  feoffment         

to  the  uses  of  the  testator's  will,  and  the  question  then     •'«<vwi<?nt 
would  necessarily,  in  all  cases,  bring  the  parties  entitled 
bj  deTise  and  the  heir-at-law  into  conflict  before  this  ju- 
risdiction. 


What  took  place  after  the  Statute  of  Devises  had  passed, 
ind  in  the  interval  between  that  statute  and  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  (6),  which  required  that  a  will  of  real  estate 
should  be  attested  by  three  witnesses,  seems  to  be  by  no 
means  clear;  but  there  appear  to  have  been  instances — 
forwhich  I  am  indebted  to  Mr.  Monro,  by  whom  they  have 
been  collected  in  a  work  of  great  research  with  reference  to 
the  earlier  decrees  of  the  Court — in  which  the  Court  for- 
merly took  upon  itself  to  determine  the  validity  of  wills; 
that,  however,  is  a  course  which  unquestionably  now,  espe- 
cially since  the  case  ofKerrick  v.  Bransby  (c)  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  is  not  the  course  of  this  Court  The  proceeding  in 
snch  case  was  by  inquiry  before  this  Court ;  and  I  find  two 
or  three  instances  of  decrees  of  this  description  collected 
in  this  work,  which  is  compiled  by  Mr.  Monro,  I  find  in- 
stances of  references  to  the  Master,  or  one  or  more  Masters  of 
the  Court,  to  inquire  into  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  wills. 
There  is  one  instance  in  the  Registrar's  Book,  1573,  folio  7: 
"Where  the  matter  at  variance  between  the  said  parties 
Was  committed  to  the  hearing,  order,  and  final  determina- 


(a)  32  Hen.  8,  c.  1,  a-d.  1540,  cannot  be  set  aside  in  equity  for 

explained  by  34  &  35  Hen.  8,  c.  5.  fraud  or  imposition:  because,  if 

(&)  29  Car.  2,  c.  3,  a.d.  1677.  of  personal  estate,  it  may  be  set 

(c)  7  Bro.  P.  C.  437,  a.d.  1727,  aside  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court; 

MLarch  12. — In  this  case  it  was  and  if  of  real  estate,  it  may  be 

held,  reversing  the  decree  of  Lord  set  aside  at  law  on  the  issue  de- 

Qhajko^OTMacdesfield,  of  the  14th  visavit  vel  non, 
oC  November,  1718,  that  a  will 
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1653.        tion  of  Thomas  WoUen^  Esq.,  forasmnoh  as  the  said  Mr.  FitK^S- 
BoTBs        ^  hA^  this  day  certified  to  this  Court,  that,  in  his  opinioKSy 
the  whole  of  the  cause  in  question  resteth  only  upon  tb^e 
validity  or  invalidity  of  a  will  supposed  to  have  been  ma^Ke 
by  John  Ltuxis,  deceased."    It  is  there  ordered:  "  That  time 
consideration  of  the  said  will  be  referred  to  1ST'  Vaugha^n 
and  Mr-  Dr.  TaUy  two  of  the  Masters  of  this  Court,  ai^vl 
they  thereof  to  make  report  of  the  validity  or  invalidity 
of  the  same/'    There  appear  to  be  several  cases  of  a 
similar  description.     That  is  the  particular  case  of  tBe 
validity  of  one  will  which  was  referred  to  the  Master  to 
determine. 

There  is  another  case  in  the  same  Registrar's  Book,  1573^ 
folio  208,  where  a  question  arose  between  parties  claimiag 
under  two  different  wills,  and  it  is  thus  entered:  ^'Upon 
the  hearing  of  the  matter  in  variance  between  the  said 
parties  there  were  exhibited  in  this  Court  two  several 
wills,  pretended  by  either  side  to  be  the  true  will  of  Henry 
Hatche,  late  of  Favershanty  deceased;  and  for  that  this 
Court  cannot  well  proceed  further  in  the  said  cause  with- 
out understanding  which  is  the  true  will — it  is  ordered 
that  the  consideration  of  the  said  two  wiUs  be  referred  to 
Mr-  Dr.  Harvye,  M^-  Dr.  Clarke,  and  Mr.  Dr.  Hamanddy 
Masters  of  this  Court,  (so  that  neither  of  them  have  been 
counsel  in  the  cause  on  either  side) ;  they  three,  by  all  good 
ways  and  means  they  can,  to  gather  out  by  proofs  which 
of  these  two  wills  is  the  very  true  will  indeed  of  the  said 
Hatche;  and  they  thereof  to  inform  this  Court  in  writing.'* 
That  course  of  proceeding  seems  to  have  been  taken  fre- 
quently previously  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Since  that 
statute,  in  some  manner  or  other,  which  I  have  taken 
some  pains  to  ascertain,  but  have  yet  been  unable  to  trace, 
this  Court  seems  to  have  adopted  the  course  of  referring 
the  question  to  the  Courts  of  law. 

I  should  state  however,  that,  a  little  before  the  Statute 
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of  Frauds,  the  Court  of  Chancery  seems  to  have  departed  i653. 
from  this  mode  of  trying  the  will  in  its  own  forum,  and 
adopted  hy  preference  the  practice  of  referring  the  question 
to  %  Court  of  law,  and  still  retaining  the  cause.  There 
is  s  case  which  I  find  referred  to  in  Mr.  Spence's  book,  •^^'^''•*^ 
on  the  Equitable  Jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  (a), 
but  there  is  a  slight  mistake  in  the  reference  which  he 
makes  to  the  Registrar's  Book.  The  case  occurred  in 
the  time  of  James  1st,  and  is  to  be  found  in  the  Regis- 
trar's Book,  R  1604,  folio  944.  Mr.  Spence  refers  to  folio 
941.  The  entry  there  is  as  follows :  **  Whereas  motion  was 
this  present  day  made  by  Mr.  Thomas  Creve,  being  of  the 
Defendants'  counsel,  that  albeit  the  Defendants  do  not  seek 
to  alter  the  long  possession  specified  in  the  order  made  the 
Istday  of  May  last,  but  are  content  the  same  shall  still  con- 
tinue nntil  the  Court  shall  give  other  order,  yet  since  it  ap- 
peareth  by  the  said  order  that  the  question  upon  the  hear- 
ing will  be,  whether  a  wiD  or  no  will,  which  is  merely  tri- 
sblebj  the  law :  It  was  most  humbly  desired,  that  a  special 
ianie  might  be  joined  and  tried  upon  that  point,  for  the  bet- 
ter informing  of  the  Court  upon  the  hearing:  which  this 
Court  thinks  reasonable.  It  is  therefore  ordered,  that  if 
the  said  Plaintiff  shall  not  on  Tuesday  next  shew  unto  this 
Court  good  cause  to  the  contrary,  then  the  said  parties  shall 
join  and  try  such  issue  as  aforesaid.  Provided  always,  that 
no  judgment  shall  be  had  upon  the  same  trial,  neither  shall 
the  plaintiff  be  interrupted  in  his  said  possession  until  the 
8tid  hearing  or  other  order  shall  be  taken  by  this  Court 
touching  the  same."  So  that,  as  early  as  the  time  of  James 
Istj  it  appears  to  have  been  thought  by  the  Court  that  the 
proper  mode  of  trying  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the 
ynll  was  by  a  trial  at  law;  but  nevertheless,  the  case  being 
sent  to  law  to  be  tried,  the  Court  afterwards  dealt  with  it 
as  justice  seemed  to  require. 

Now,  with  regard  to  the  proceeding  to  establish  wills 

(a)  Vol.  1,  pp.  701,  702,  n.  d. 


zy  OLiSi: 


in  zhE:  me  ibdiL  ig^Sng  Ae  ^sSditr  or  inn 
2iQr7  IE  :ais  "viiL  zuziiifsiciil^.  5x  >giimBi^'ignce  of  there  tf^ 

ntr  imFcnunng  jesu^  -"^anp^   bl  wanrk  case  die  pic^pei 
spoxsm^  -vnnuL  3u  nniac  ie  u  £ec  eoI  4f  cfae  obstade  o£*  sn 

nasBminmr  sEaos:  ol  irila'si  ia:ve  ^le  Bctits  tried,  Im' 
21  -^inss:  nnffciin  Tf  sl  hcohl.  sue  by  fnnf  of  aa  i^ 
imr:  IT  Jisiiii..  m.  ^3e  joisr  ^«*»^  ic  k  wj  Jiffcicut  fir^<n> 
^Sff  ^avzse  i£  itsMsaGoc  ossammj  izt  respect  rf  a  iv*^ 
3if  -sE&cc  n:  -voiurs.  5&  TmaasaHx  Hfeim  in  ererr  wajv  ^ 
reear^  ^a^  iisr-4c-j»r.  37111L  iwn?MTfffcTBg  die  will  mpiMxri 
Wmt  iir  i3£  imr-xc-ikvi  noi^r  a  ifciiee  establishing  * 
wiiL  ^  iQ  3«iiiiiiL  vfco.  7WHSIEC  »  IB  TaliditT.  that  all  tMB0 
Aossijcsas  fcaae  i2ac  a  poKCsial  mjasKsioB  voold  isso^ 
aojisc  uiL  fn  :afie  jc  li?  mairfag  aaj  astcBpc,  after  such 
^&scRe.  »  5Eiisea:a  laif  wHL 

Jbissi  isso;  ^TksctiiL  Msiscs^  ^^v  die  Coort  eoold  hare  ac- 
qTiireii  tBiif  ygcaa?  :c  jozssi&ESMfli  to  fftahlish  a  wilL  I 
:^»^d  £ttT«  teeiL  T^erj  £ad  if  I  codU  haTe  foandanj  dis- 
tinct aa^-jciix  i:p?a  102$  qiaestMi;  hn  the  juriadiction 
seems  stlefitlr.  in  ioae  a»>ieoro(her,  to  hare  been  intro- 
duced; and  osL^^iKsdooabftT  it  is  fcond  most  fireqnendy, 
but  br  no  means,  as  I  sball  pneeBtlrdiew,  solelj,  to  hare 
been  exercised  in  case^vhere  the  tntsts  of  a  will  had  to  be 
carried  intoefliect  under  the  directico  of  the  Coort  Now, 
the  practice  of  haxing  the  will  establidbed,  when  any  trust 
had  to  be  carried  into  ^kct  nndtf  the  direction  of  the 
Coart«  seems  to  hare  arisen  extremelr  earlr;  and  one  of  the 
earliest  reported  instances  in  which  the  Court  aj^tears  to 
hare  thought  that  it  was  absidutelr  necessair  to  do  it  as  a  ge- 
neral rule,  although  the  particular  case  itself  was  an  excep- 
tion, seems  to  hare  been  the  case  of  Harris  t.  Ingledew  (a\ 

(«}  3P.  Wiiw.91. 
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where  the  objection*  was  raised  in  consequence  of  the  heir-         1853. 
itrlaw  not  having  been  a  party  to  the  suit  to  carry  into 
effect  the  trusts  of  the  wilL     In  the  case  of  Harris  v.  ». 

In^fedew  this  point  was  raised:  there  was  a  will  devising  . 

lands  to  different  persons,  charged  with  the  payment  of  •^**<^^"**^ 
debts;  and  the  bill  was  brought  by  the  simple  contract 
creditors  to  have  the  trusts  of  the  will  for  payment  of  the 
debts  performed.  Then  "  the  widow  of  John  Ligledew  the 
brother,  and  her  son,  being  the  nephew  and  heir  of  the 
first  testator,  joined  in  a  sale  of  several  of  these  lands  to 
seyeral  persons  for  valuable  considerations ;  and  the  sim- 
ple contract  creditors  now  bringing  their  bill  against  the 
sereral  devisees  of  the  premises,  and  also  against  the  pur- 
chasers, in  order  that  the  several  lands  might  be  sold  for 
the  satisfaction  of  their  demands,  the  will  was  proved ; 
but/oAn  IngkdeWy  the  nephew  and  heir  of  the  first  tes- 
tator, was  not  made  a  Defendant  to  the  bill;  upon  which 
it  iras  insisted  that  the  heir-at-law  ought  to  be  a  party,  it 
being  ever  done  in  like  cases ;  that  the  bill  being  for  a  sale, 
if  the  heir  was  before  the  Court,  the  evidence  to  the  will 
would  be  perpetuated." 

Now,  I  observe  here,  that,  all  through  a  great  many  of 
the  early  cases  there  is  considerable  confusion  between  the 
wmple  case  of  perpetuating  testimony,  and  the  case  of 
^blishing  a  will.     In  this  case  of  Harris  v.  IngledeWy  if 
the  heir-at-law  had  been  before  the  Court,  the  bill  would 
We  been  to  establish  the  will,  and  not  a  simple  bill  to  per- 
petuate testimony.     But  it  was  argued,  "that,  the  bill 
being  for  a  sale,  if  the  heir  was  before  the  Court,  the  evi- 
dence to  the  will  would  be  perpetuated;  but  in  case  he 
Aould  not  be  a  party,  a  decree  for  sale  of  the  estate  would 
^  vain,  for  no  one  would  buy,  at  least  he  would  not  give 
*^^the  value  for  it;  whereas,  should  the  heir  be  a  De- 
^'ftudant,  this  will  charging  the  lands  with  payment  of  the 
^^bts,  the  heir  would  be  decreed  to  join ;  that  the  general 
Vol.  I.  H  B.  K.  w. 
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1863.  practice  in  cases  where  a  will  of  land  is  proved,  is  to  de- 
clare the  will  well  preyed^  that  is,  well  proyed  against  the 
heir/'  It  wiU  be  found  in  a  yariety  of  cases  that  the  com- 
mon expression  with  reference  to  bills  for  perpetuating 
Judgment  testimony  was,  that  the  will  was  called  a  will  "  proved  in 
equity/'  This  question  of  the  establishment  of  wills  againsi 
the  heir  appears  to  have  been  mixed  up  with  that  of  billi 
for  perpetuating  testimony,  although  the  two  courses  seal 
to  have  been  essentially  different,  and  the  relief  differec 
in  every  respect — it  being,  in  fact,  relief  in  the  one  can 
against  the  heir,  and  in  the  other  case,  there  being  m 
relief  against  the  heir  at  all,  except  that  he  is  simj^] 
brought  before  the  Court  in  order  that  he  may  be  bounc 
thereafter,  so  far  as  that  the  evidence  of  the  witnessei 
may  be  read  against  him  in  another  case  in  which  th< 
will  is  disputed.  The  argument  continues:  the  custom 
is  '^  to  declare  the  will  well  proved,  that  is,  well  proved 
against  the  heir;  for  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  proved  against 
any  one  else.  And  suppose  these  lands  should  be  sold  bj 
the  devisees,  pursuant  to  the  decree,  and  afterwards  the 
heir  should  sue  for  the  estate,  and  recover;  here  would  b€ 
a  purchaser  under  a  decree,  evicted  notwithstanding,  foi 
want  of  the  Plaintiff's  having  made  the  heir  a  party;  and 
yet  the  Court  ought  not  to  suffer  anything  to  happen  to 
the  prejudice  of  those  who  are  to  be  purchasers  under  its 
decrees." 

Now  several  authorities  can  be  cited,  but  the  one  mos< 
usually  cited  is  that  of  Feame's  Posthumous  Works^  p.  234^ 
to  shew  that  it  was  the  practice,  frequently,  for  partief 
who  wished  to  make  title  to  the  estate,  to  present  and 
prove  the  will  in  Chancery  by  perpetuating  testimony,  and 
that  was  called  proving  the  will  in  Chancery.  And  Black 
stone,  in  his  3rd  Volume,  p.  450,  referring  to  that,  amongsl 
other  things,  in  his  short  disquisition  on  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, says^  that  this  species  of  bill  is  the  bill  commonl} 
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adopted  hj  the  parties  in  possession  when  the  evidence        1353. 
uperpetuatedy  and  that  ''this  is  what  is  usually  meant 
I7  proTing  a  will  in  Chancery/' 

Bat  here,  nevertheless,  in  the  case  of  Harris  v.  Tngle^  JvdgmeitL 
(fav(a),  the  parties  seem  to  have  entertained  the  notion 
that  it  was  competent  for  them  to  file  a  bill  to  perpetuate 
testimony,  and  to  do  that  alone;  and  that  it  was  also  com- 
petent^ when  the  will  was  proved,  to  have  a  bill  so  framed 
that  it  should  be  declared  well  proved,  and  well  proved 
against  the  heir*;  and  they  insisted  that  the  Court  ought 
to  do  this,  and  ought  not  to  suffer  anything  to  happen  to 
the  prejudice  of  those  who  were  purchasers  under  the  de- 
cree. The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (6)  there  says,  "  This  seems 
a  material  objection;  for,  since  the  sale  of  the  estate  must 
affect  all  the  devisees  in  proportion,  and  as  the  estate 
▼odd  not,  without  the  heir  being  a  party  to  the  decree, 
sell  for  near  the  value,  this  might  be  a  wrong  to  all  the 
deyisees,  and  occasion  more  of  their  lands  to  be  sold  than 
would  perhaps  be  otherwise  necessary.  With  regard  to 
irhat  has  been  urged,  that,  where  lands  are  conveyed  by 
deed  to  trustees  to  sell,  the  heir,  unless  entitled  to  the  sur- 
plus, need  not  be  a  party  to  a  bill  that  prays  a  sale,  it  must 
be  observed,  that  the  proof  of  a  tuiU  is  attended  with  more 
solemnity  than  that  of  a  deed,  the  former  being  supposed 
to  be  made  when  the  testator  is  in  extremis,  and^  therefore, 
in  equity,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  the  sanity,  which  is  all 
presumed  in  the  case  of  the  latter;  also  a  deed  may  be 
proved  vivd  voce  at  the  hearing,  but  no  such  order  can  be 
made  for  proving  a  will ;  the  reason  is,  because  here  more 
is  to  be  proved  than  barely  the  execution;  for  instance, 
70Q  must  prove  that  there  were  three  witnesses,  and  that 
these  subscribed  their  names  in  the  presence  of  the  testa- 
tor."   Then  the  report  continues:  "But,  after  all,  consi- 

(a)  3  P.  Wnw,  91.  (b)  Sir  Jo^epk  Jekyll. 
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185a        dering  that  William  Ingledew,  the  first  testator,  had  been 

"  Bovse"      ^^^^  ^^^^  since  December,  1719,  and  that  the  freehold 

»•  lands  had  been  quietly  enjoyed  under  the  will,  his  Honour 

*  did  decree  a  sale  without  the  heir  being  a  party ;  but  said 

Judgment  j^^  would  stop  passing  the  decree  in  case  the  Defendant's 
counsel  should  be  able  to  shew  where,  in  the  like  instance, 
the  Court  ever  refused  to  make  a  decree  without  making 
the  heir  a  party." 

Since  that  time,  no  doubt,  it  has  been  established,  that 
the  heir  shall  in  all  cases  be  a  party  to  such  a  suit;  but  it 
was  put  in  this  case  upon  the  ground,  which  appears  to 
me  to  be  the  true  ground,  namely,  that  the  Court,  in  mak- 
ing a  decree,  will  do  the  best  it  can  for  the  purchasers. 
The  Court  never  does  guarantee  a  title  to  purchasers;  but, 
in  making  a  decree  for  sale,  the  Court  says,  it  will  do  the 
best  it  can,  and  if  the  heir  be  brought  here,  it  will  estab- 
lish the  will  against  him. 

In  a  case  of  Colton  v.  Wilson  (a),  reported  in  the  same 
volume,  the  objection  was  raised,  not  as  in  Harris  v. 
Ingledew  by  some  other  parties,  but  by  a  purchaser  who 
had  made  a  purchase  out  of  Court,  under  a  trust  for  sale 
in  a  will,  and  then  resisted  the  purchase  because  the  will 
had  not  been,  as  he  called  it,  "  proved  in  equity.''  The 
testator  there  had  devised  his  estates  in  trust  to  selL  The 
estates  had  been  sold  to  the  Defendant  Wilson  by  the 
trustees,  and  the  creditors  of  the  testator  brought  their 
bill  against  the  Defendant  Wilson  to  compel  him  to  com- 
plete his  purchase,  and  to  pay  his  purchase-money,-  to  the 
end  that  they  might  be  satisfied  their  debts.  The  De- 
fendant Wilson  then  said,  he  believed  that  Henry  Taylor^ 
the  testator,  did  duly  execute  his  will  and  devise  the  pre- 
mises to  be  sold,  and  the  Defendant  had  offered  to  complete 
his  purchase,  all  proper  parties  joining;  but  he  said  "the 
will  was  proved  in  this  Court  to  be  duly  executed,  but  the 
heir,  who  was  beyond  sea  in  the  East  India  Company's 

(a)  3  P.  Wms.  190. 
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Benice,  though  made  a  party  Defendant,  yet  had  not  ap*         1353. 
peared  to  or  answered  the  bill ;  and  the  Defendant  WilaoUy      "^    -     ' 
though  he  was  at  first  willing  to  purchase  the  premises,  «. 

and  had  entered  on  good  part  thereof,  yet  other  part  of        ^obovqb. 
this  estate  on  which  he  had  not  entered,  being  much  out     ^^^frn^^^* 
of  repair,  the  tenants  racked,  and  the  rents  likely  to  fall,  he 
was  now  desirous  of  being  discharged  from  his  purchase;" 
and  he  insisted,  that,  "this  being  in  the  case  of  a  will  not 
pro?ed  in  equity  against  the  heir,  it  was  a  defective  title; 
tliat  none  of  the  witnesses  that  had  been  examined  for  the 
will  could  be  read  against  the  heir,  who  in  this  case  was 
probably  adversary,  and  offended  by  the  will;  or  else  it 
might  be  reasonably  presumed,  that  he  would,  though  be- 
yond sea,  have  been  prevailed  on  to  put  in  his  answer 
to  the  bill;  but  that  the  heir  might  watch  for  an  op- 
portunity till  the  witnesses  to  the  will  should  be  dead, 
when  he  would  contest  the  will,"  and  take  steps  to  have 
it  set  asida     Then,  the  Lord  Chancellor  King  says,  "  It  is 
veiy  proper  that  a  will,  disposing  of  lands,  should  be  prov- 
ed in  equity,  especially  in  the  case  of  a  modem  wiD ;  but 
I  cannot  say  this  is  absolutely  necessary  to  make  out  the 
title,  any  more  than  it  would  be  to  prove  a  deed  in  equity, 
bj  which  the  estate  is  settled  from  the  heir-at-law  after 
the  ancestor's  death.     The  will  prevents  and  breaks  the 
descent  to  the  heir  as  much  as  a  deed,  and  the  hands  of 
the  witnesses  to  the  will  may  be  as  well  proved  as  those 
to  a  deed."    Then,  he  says,  "  Now,  as  it  would  be  no  ob- 
jection to  a  title  if  a  modern  deed  on  which  the  title  de- 
pended was  not  proved  in  equity,  why  should  it  be  so  in 
the  case  of  a  will,  where  the  same  appears  to  be  duly  at- 
tested by  three  witnesses,  whose  names  are  mentioned  to 
have  been  subscribed  in  the  presence  of  the  testator;"  and 
then,  on  some  particular  grounds  in  that  case,  leaving  the 
general  point,  whether  a  purchaser  might  make  such  an 
objection,  not  entirely  decided,  he  came  to  the  conclusion, 
that  there  the  purchaser  could  not  make  the  objection. 
Now,  it  is  very  remarkable  here,  that,  if  the  heir  had  been 
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1853.        a  party  to  the  original  suit  for  carrying  the  trusts  of  the 

^ym"     ^^  "^*^  execution,  the  will  would  have  been  established 

».  against  him.    Yet,  throughout  the  report,  the  question  is 

treated  as  one  of  "proving  the  will  in  equity,"  which  is 

**^^^  the  expression  usually  applied  to  a  bill  for  perpetuating 
testimony;  and  therefore,  no  light,  it  appears  to  me,  ic 
thrown,  in  either  of  these  cases,  upon  the  principle  on 
which  the  Court  assumes  the  power  of  establishing  tlw 
vrill  as  against  the  heir,  as  distinguished  from  the  mere 
case  of  perpetuating  testimony. 

It  is  extremely  difficult,  as  a  matter  of  principle,  to  see 
what  equity  arises  against  an  heir,  from  the  circumstance 
of  the  will  being  a  devise  in  trust,  instead  of  being  a  mere 
simple  devise.  First  of  all,  in  no  other  case  of  a  trust  does 
any  such  question  arise,  as  the  Lord  Chancellor  observed  in 
CoUon  V.  WUsoii  (a).  No  deed  is  ever  required  to  be  provec 
on  account  of  the  heir  taking,  if  the  deed  be  invalid.  Tak< 
the  common  case  of  an  heir  taking  in  default  of  appoint 
ment,  with  an  ultimate  limitation  to  the  right  heirs.  No 
body  supposes  that  the  heir  can  be  brought  here  to  liti 
gate  the  question  whether  or  not  the  appointment  be 
valid  appointment  Upon  what  ground,  therefore,  is  il 
that,  instead  of  simply  perpetuating  testimony,  this  Coui 
establishes  the  will  against  the  heir  whenever  there  is 
devise  of  this  description?  The  devisee,  although  he  be 
devisee  in  trust,  is  quite  capable  of  bringing  an  ejectmei 
if  he  be  out  of  possession.  He  is  capable  of  filing  a  bill  1 
perpetuate  testimony  if  he  be  in  possession.  The  circon 
stance  of  there  being  a  trust  or  no  trust  makes  no  diffe 
ence  in  his  position  with  reference  to  the  heir.  Can 
safely  say,  that  this  Court  assumes  jurisdiction  against  tl 
heir  in  cases  in  which  it  has  not  the  jurisdiction  on  ord 
nary  principles,  from  the  fact  of  the  devise,  only  becaus 
that  devise  being  a  trust,  this  Court  is  called  upon  to  e: 
ercise  it?  I  apprehend  that  the  mere  fact  of  this  Court  beii 

(a)  aP.  Wma.  190. 
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dkd  upon  to  execute  a  trust,  could  not  give  any  jurb*  1863. 
diction  against  the  heir,  as  to  whom  the  whole  question 
of  trnst  is  a  matter  of  perfect  indifference.  All  that  he 
bstotiy  is,  deyise  or  no  deyise.  The  question  of  what 
is  to  be  done  under  that  devise  by  the  devisee  with  the  •''**''•***• 
eettte  which  he  so  takes,  cannot  be  a  question  which  in 
anj  iray,  as  it  appears  to  me,  can  possibly  raise — ^looking 
at  it  on  principle  alone — ^an  equity  against  the  heir.  But 
I  can  very  well  understand,  if  every  devbee  have  an 
qmtj  against  the  heir,  not  only  to  have  the  witnesses 
examined,  but  to  have  a  declaration  of  the  Court,  if  he 
thinks  &ty  that  the  will  be  established  against  the  heir, 
why  a  Court  of  equity  will  say:  "If  you  come  into  this 
Court  to  carry  into  effect  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and  re- 
pre  this  Court  to  aid  you  for  that  purpose  by  sales  or 
otherwise,  we  will  insist  upon  your  doing  that  which,  as 
devisee,  you  are  entitled  to  do,  in  order  to  establish  the 
will  against  the  heir,  and  conclude  the  matter  at  once  as 
between  all  parties  in  the  litigation.'"  The  case  does  not 
always  arise  upon  a  sale.  It  may  arise  on  any  other  trusts 
that  may  be  carried  into  effect;  and  the  Court  may  in 
like  manner  say,  that  if  a  devisee  have  a  right  to  file  a 
hill  to  establish  a  wiU  against  the  heir,  the  Court  will 
take  care  that  whenever  the  devisee  comes  to  carry  into 
effect  the  trust,  he  shall  make  the  trust  effective  and  com- 
plete by  taking  to  himself  all  those  rights  which  a  devi- 
ce is  entitled  to  exercise;  and  that  the  Court  will  insist, 
therefore,  on  his  bringing  the  heir  here  in  order  that  there 
Quty  be  a  complete  and  final  decree,  quieting  the  whole 
question  between  the  heir  and  the  devisee  under  the  wilL 
^gain,  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  assume  that  the  ori- 
^  of  this  equity  is  from  the  Court  experiencing  a  diffi- 
^ty  in  executing  the  trusts,  because,  if  that  be  right,  in 
^y^  case  in  which  the  Court  feels  a  difficulty,  and  it 
^^uently  does  in  other  cases,  as  in  the  one  I  have  put  of 
*^  appointment  and  the  heir  taking  in  default  of  an  ap- 
^^litment,  then  in  that  and  all  other  such  cases  there 
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1853.        ought  to  be  the  same  equity.     If,  again,  the  ground  o: 

"g^^  ^      equity  be,  as  might  be  suggested,  and  as  it  seems  to  b 

«.  thrown  out  faintly  in  some  of  the  authorities,  that  tb 

- —  trustee  has  a  nght  to  the  protection  of  the  Court  m  exe 
Judffmetu.  ^;^^Jug  j^jg  trusts,  then  I  cannot  at  all  account  for  anothe 
and  a  totally  separate  class  of  cases,  in  which  the  wil 
may  be  established  against  the  heir,  namely,  where  ther 
is  an  outstanding  legal  estate,  and  no  trust  to  be  ex€ 
cuted  by  the  Court,  but  simply  an  obstacle  to  be  remo"? 
ed  in  the  way  of  the  devisee  in  respect  of  establishing  hi 
title.  Unless  there  be  an  original  inherent  equity  in  th 
devisee  to  have  his  right  tried  against  the  heir,  the  pro 
per  course,  where  the  only  difficulty  is  an  outstandinj 
legal  estate,  would  be  to  remove  the  obstacle  of  the  out 
standing  legal  estate,  and  to  leave  the  devisee  to  brin( 
his  ejectment,  and  not  to  establish  the  wiU  as  against  th< 
heir. 

I  have  now  been  considering  the  question  simply  oi 
principle ;  and  I  confess,  as  far  as  principle  is  concerned 
that  I  cannot  see  any  possible  reason  for  Courts  of  equit; 
granting  this  particular  variety  of  relief  against  an  heii 
either  on  the  ground  of  the  parties  wishing  the  trusts  to  b 
executed,  or  on  the  ground  of  the  difficulty  that  may  b 
occasioned  to  the  Court.  I  may  observe,  in  addition,  tha 
the  two  things  are  entirely  separate.  The  heir  has  nothiuj 
whatever  to  do  with  any  of  the  trusts.  After  an  issue  i 
found  against  the  heir,  I  apprehend  that  the  parties  ma 
cither  stay  all  proceedings  against  the  cestuis  que  trusi 
if  they  are  not  further  minded  to  carry  into  effect  the  wil 
or  dismiss  the  cestuis  que  trust  from  the  proceeding,  sti 
retaining  the  decree  which  establishes  the  will  agains 
the  heir.  I  do  not  see  what  is  to  prevent  their  so  doini 
Again,  suppose  the  case  of  a  devisee  in  fee,  subject  onl 
to  a  trust  to  raise  a  given  sum  of  money,  and  to  app] 
it  for  a  certain  purpose— say  to  raise  the  money  imm< 
diately  and  to  invest  it  in  the  funds,  and  a  declaratio 
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tliat  the  money  so  inyested  in  the  funds  should  remain         i8A3. 
until  A  R  attained  twenty-one,  and  then  that  A.  B.  should      ^^^j^' — ' 
be  entitled  to  the  charge,  such  charge  to  be  immediately  v. 

•      J       !_       ^    1_      •  •  x»  X  J  RO88BOROUOH. 

raised,  but  bemg  in  one  sense  contingent, — and  suppose         

that,  the  heir  disputing  the  will,  an  issue  is  directed,  and  J^^^^^ime*^ 
it  comes  back  to  this  Court,  and  at  the  hearing  it  appears 
that  the  party  entitled  to  the  charge  has  died  under  twenty- 
one,  I  apprehend  that  in  such  a  case  as  that  it  would  be 
Tery  strong  to  say  that  such  a  bill  must  be  dismissed,  and 
ihat  you  cannot  proceed  further,  because  the  trust  that 
remained  to  be  executed  is  gone,  and  the  party  is  left 
with  the  legal  estate;  and  I  do  not  see  any  ground  or 
reason  for  it.  The  heir  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  trust. 
The  moment  that  the  will  is  established  against  him  he 
ceases  to  have  any  interest  in  the  case ;  and  there  are,  on 
the  one  hand,  frequent  instances,  even  before  the  late 
Rules,  of  this  Court  carrying  into  effect  the  trusts  against 
the  heir,  where  he  is  abroad,  or  where  the  Court  thought 
the  will  not  sufficiently  proved.  And  on  the  other  hand^ 
there  are,  as  I  shall  presently  state,  cases  where  the  will 
was  established  against  the  heir,  and  no  trusts  directed  to 
he  carried  into  execution. 

I  have  been  trying  this  question  on  principle  hitherto. 
I  quite  agree  with  Mr.  Russell  that  one  must  not  allow 
oneself  to  reason  on  principle  against  the  decided  stream 
of  authorities.     Mr.  Russell  stated,  that  there  was  not  to 
^  found  an  instance  of  any  decree  in  this  Court  esta- 
^^Kshing  a  will,  which  did  not  proceed  also  to  direct  a  trust 
^  be  carried  into  execution.     Now  it  is  a  remarkable  cir- 
cumstance, that  one  of  the  most  recent  cases  has  been  a 
c^e  exactly  of  that  description,  and  one  which  seems  to 
^^ve  been  considerably  discussed  at  the  hearing,  not  cer- 
^•5nly  on  this  ground,  because  this  ground  was  not  raised ; 
^^t  considering  who  were  the  learned  Judges  before  whom 
^^at  case  went,  I  cannot  conceive  that  it  could  have  es- 
caped their  attention. 
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isssl  I SM  maw  coBaderiiig  tlie  q[MBtkm  of  wheOi^  or  not 

then  fajtf  been  sodi  m  coBsttnt  oooise  of  pnciioe  by  this 
Covit,  that  it  miisi  be  eonadeicd  to  hare  been  established 
on  pfindple  that  joa  can  nererhaTe  a  decree  of  the  Court 
for  establishing  the  viil  vithoat  at  the  same  time  direct- 
ing the  tm^s  to  be  eazxied  into  execution. 


Now,  the  case  of  Grore  t.  Yommg  (a)  arose  out  of  Orove 
T.&utoni  bdbxe Loni  CoCenJUim  (&;,  Lord CoUenhamhAY- 
ing  expressed  his  oponion,  to  which  I  shall  have  occasion 
to  refer  piesentlT,  that  the  purchaser  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  take  the  title,  without  the  will  being  established 
against  the  heir  of  the  testaton  The  bill  was  then  filed 
in  Grore  t.  Fivki^,  to  establish  the  will  against  the  heii^ 
In  that  case  there  was  a  dcTise  to  trustees  to  sell,  and 
the  original  bill  brou^t  the  parties  interested  under  the 
trusts  of  the  will  before  the  Court,  and  the  bill  origmally 
prajed  in  this  manner,  as  i^pears  firom  the  original  pa* 
pers»  which  Mr.  Raxh  has  been  good  enough  to  send  me: 
''  that  the  said  will  of  the  said  C  if.  Toung  may  be  estab- 
lished by  a  decree  of  this  honourable  Courts  and  that  QS 
necessary  or  proper^  the  trusts  of  the  said  will  of  the 
said  C  Jf.  Fatiffk7.  so  far  as  such  trusts  still  continue  un> 
performed,  may  be  carried  into  execution  by  and  under 
the  direction  and  decree  of  this  honourable  Court;  and  if 
the  said  Defendant  shall  not  admit  the  said  will  of  the  said 
C  Jf.  Young  to  be  a  Talid  will,  then  that  an  issue  may,  if 
necessary,  be  directed,  or  an  action,  or  such  other  proceed- 
ings as  this  honourable  Court  may  think  fit,  may  be  ordered 
to  be  brought  or  taken,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the  va- 
lidity of  the  said  will  of  the  said  C.  M.  Young,  and  that  all 
proper  and  necessaiy  directions  may  be  given  for  effectuat- 
ing the  several  purposes  aforesaid"  That  of  course  would 
be  a  bill  in  the  common  form.  But^  however,  before  the 
hearing,  the  bill  was  amended  The  trustees  alone  were 
made  parties.    There  stiU  remained  on  the  bill  a  state- 

(a)  6  D«  G.  &  S.  38.  (h)  8  Fk  619. 
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ment  that  they  were  deyisees  in  trust  to  sell,  and  there 
itill  remained  a  statement  that  they  were  embarrassed  in 
Ae  execution  of  the  trusts,  in  consequence  of  the  party 
not  choosing  to  complete  his  purchase  unless  the  will  were 
established.    But  then  it  only  prayed  that  the  will  of 
Young  might  be  established  by  the  decree  of  this  honour- 
able Court,  striking  out  every  word  about  carrying  the 
trusts  into  execution;  and  then  by  amendment  it  was  put 
—''And  if  the  said  Defendant  shall  not  admit  the  said  will 
of  the  said  0.  M.  Yowng  to  be  a  yalid  will,  then  that  an 
issue  may,  if  necessary,  be  directed,  or  an  action,  or  such 
other  proceeding  as  this  honourable  Court  may  think  fit, 
QU17  be  ordered  to  be  brought  or  taken,  for  the  purpose 
of  trying  the  validity  of  the  said  will  of  the  said  C.  M, 
Yomg."    That  case,  in  that  general  form,  praying  to  have 
the  will  only  established,  originally  came  before  the  then 
Vice-Chancellor  Kniffht  Bruce.     The  trustees  were  in  pos- 
^easion,  and  the  heir,  who  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
*  very  willing  party  to  the  litigation,  had  brought  an 
*<^ion,  in  which  he  had  failed.     The  case  is  reported 
'^ore  Vice-chancellor  Parker  in  5  De  G.  &  a  38.    The 
'^Jwrt  states, — "  This  case  came  on  for  hearing  before  his 
''^^nour  the  Vice-Chancellor  Kniffht  Bruce,  in  December, 
*^50,  when  the  Court  directed  an  issue  at  law  to  try 
^J^e  question  raised  by  the  Defendant.'*     That  was  the 
^>iginal  decree  upon  a  bill  not  asking  to  have  any  trusts 
^:xecuted.    This  decree,  therefore,  cannot  rest  on  any  sup- 
^^sed  equity  of  the  Court,  requiring  for  its  own  guidance 
^n  action  to  be  brought     It  can  only  rest  on  the  general 
>ight  of  every  devisee  to  file  such  a  bill,  or  on  the  supposed 
^tdty  of  the  trustee,  he  being  a  trustee,  to  have  the  assist- 
ance of  the  Court  in  carrying  into  effect  the  trusts  of  the 
will,  which,  for  the  reasons  I  have  already  stated,  I  do  not 
think  can  be  maintained. 

But  "on  the  17th  of  December,  1850,  the  heir  asked 
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185a        that  the  question  might  be  tried  at  law  in  an  action  of 

"«  ^  ejectment;  when  the  Court  directed  an  action  of  ejectment 

V.  to  be  brought  by  the  dcTisees  against  the  heir-at-law.*" 

'  And  I  have  accordingly  the  note  on  Mr.  Rcuch's  biie( 

Judini^.     which  is  entirely  to  that  effect    The  note  is,  "V.Cf. 
BrucBy  1 7th  December,  1850.    Decree  to  contain  statements 
that  the  heir,  electing  between  issue  and  action,  elects  ac- 
tion of  ejectment;  action  of  ejectment  to  be  broa^t;  de- 
claration to  be  delivered  on   or  before  1st  of  Janoarj 
next    In  the  action  Plaintiff  to  admit  testator's  sdain, 
and  heirship  of  Defendant,  and  to  call  or  tender  Chorg$ 
WiUiam  Grove  and  Henrietta  Martha  Younff,  as  the  Plain- 
tiff's witnesses."    Therefore,  this  was  a  case  before  Vice- 
Chancellor  Knight  Bruce,  in  which  no  trusts  whatever  were 
required  to  be  carried  into  execution,  and  nevertheless  tha 
issue  was  directed. 

Then  it  came  on  again  before  Vice-Chancellor  Parkerffl), 
The  question  on  that  occasion  was  a  question  of  costs,  and 
the  Vice-Chancellor  says,  "  I  am  not  prepared  to  go  the 
length  as  to  the  costs  asked  by  the  Plaintiff.  There  is  nc 
doubt  as  to  the  general  rule  as  to  the  costs  of  establishinf 
a  will  against  the  heir-at-law.  When  a  devisee  comes  t< 
this  Court,  for  his  own  benefit,  to  have  a  will  establishe( 
against  an  heir-at-law  by  a  decree  binding  him,  the  heir 
at-law  is  entitled  to  put  the  devisee  to  the  proof  of  his  ti 
tie;  and  in  an  ordinary  proceeding  the  heir-at-law  has  hi 
costs."  He  refers  in  no  way  whatever  to  the  circumstano 
of  its  being  a  trust,  or  that  there  were  any  trusts  existing 
The  Court  certainly  did  not  direct  execution  of  any  trust 
and  there  stands  the  decree  in  that  shape,  the  case  havinj 
passed  through  complete  investigation  before  both  thos( 
learned  Judges. 

Therefore,  it  is  quite  plain  that  Mr.  MusseWs  proposi 
tion,  that  there  is  no  instance  of  a  decree  for  establishin| 
(a)  6  De  G  &  S.  38. 
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:%  will  irithout  directing  the  trusts  to  be  carried  into  exe-        1053. 
enkioiiy  cannot  be  maintained. 


As  regards  the  question,  whether  an  equity  of  this  sort 
exists,  namely,  an  equity  on  the  part  of  the  trustee,  being  ^^fdgmeiu, 
» trustee,  to  be  protected  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts, 
and  a  peculiar  sort  of  jurisdiction  arising  from  that,  and 
therefore  a  right  to  bring  the  heir-at-law  here  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  will;  I  apprehend  that  the  mere  cir- 
cumstance of  the  Court  directing  issues  at  the  instance  of 
devisees,  where  the  sole  difficulty  is  an  outstanding  legal 
estate,  shews  that  there  is  not  any  equity  on  the  part  of 
atrnstee  calling  on  the  Court  to  assist  him;  for  an  action 
would  be  always  directed  where  the  only  difficulty  is  that  of 
an  outstanding  legal  estate.  With  reference  to  that,  there 
is  the  case  of  Berney  v.  Eyre  (a),  which  has  been  referred  to 
in  the  course  of  the  argument  in  this  case,  and  in  which  it 
does  not  appear  strictly  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  though 
I  think  I  must  assume  from  the  decree,  that  the  Court, 
for  some  reason,  imagined  there  might  be  those  outstand- 
ing legal  difficulties.  The  record  has  been  searched,  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  allegation  of  an 
outstanding  legal  estate ;  but  the  bill  prayed  that  an  issue 
ought  be  directed,  and  that  outstanding  terms  might  not 
he  set  up.  An  issue  was  directed  in  that  case,  and  cer- 
tainly that  cannot  have  been  at  all  with  a  view  to  the 
'ights  of  a  trustee  for  his  protection,  nor  simply  on  the 
pound  of  the  difficulty  occasioned  by  those  outstanding 
terms.  The  decree  did  direct  an  issue,  and  also  that  no 
outstanding  terms  should  be  set  up — a  singular  direction 
^  an  issue,  and  which,  perhaps,  throws  some  degree  of  ob- 
**^U^ty  on  that  case  as  an  authority. 

^ut  there  is  another  case,  before  Lord  Manners,  who,  I 
^I^prehend,  was  extremely  well-informed  on  subjects  of 

(a)  3  Atk.  386. 
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1863.        this  description,  as  to  the  jurisdiction  and  the  general 
course  of  the  practice  of  this  Court, — ^that  was  a  case  of 
BlaJce  V.  Foster  (a)y  which  is  a  very  complicated  case  in 
its  facts,  but  the  result  may  be  thus  stated:  A  remain- 
Judgmau.     jj^puaan^  under  the  will  of  the  testator,  who  had  mort^ 
gaged  his  estates  (the  legal  estate  was  outstanding),  after- 
a  vast  amount  of  litigation  with  reference  to  the  mortgage 
of  the  estates  and  a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  against  im— 
proper  parties,  as  he  alleged  improperly  obtained,  and  after 
a  long  interval  of  time,  ,became  entitled  in  possession  as  a. 
remainderman,  and  filed  his  bill,  first'  of  all,  to  have  re- 
demption against  the  mortgagees,  and  then  to  have  a  de- 
claration in  his  favour  as  against  the  heir-at-law  of  the 
testator.    The  Plaintifi*  contended,  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  the  will  ought  to  be  taken  as  at  once 
established. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  go  through  the  long  detail  of  the  case, 
but  the  contest  about  the  will  arose  from  the  question, 
whether  or  not  the  testator  was  a  relapsed  Papist  There 
had  been  a  great  many  proceedings ;  and  the  bill  having 
been  filed  after  a  long  contest,  the  case  coming  on  to  be 
heard  in  1813,  upon  a  bill  only  recently  filed,  and  the  mat- 
ter having  been  in  litigation  from  the  year  1750,  of  course 
great  objections  were  made  as  to  the  tima  The  Lord 
Chancellor  first  disposed  of  the  objection  as  to  time  on  the 
part  of  the  mortgagees,  who  had  got  into  possession,  and 
had  foreclosed  against  parties,  who,  the  Lord  Chancellor 
held,  could  not  bind  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  then 
he  comes  to  the  case  of  the  heir,  and  he  says,  "  The  next 
question  is,  can  I  now  put  this  will  in  a  course  of  in- 
quiry in  order  to  establish  its  validity?  Each  side  has 
contended,  that,  after  such  a  lapse  of  time,  no  issue  on  the 
will  ought  to  be  directed;  but  they  draw  very  opposite  con- 
clusions.   The  Plaintiff  insists  that  the  will  ought  to  be 

(a)  2  B.  &  B.  387. 
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established;  the  Defendant,  that  it  ought  to  be  set  aside.        1353, 

I  cannot  agree  with  either.    I  think  the  circumstances 

counterbalance  each  other,  so  as  to  leave  the  question  yery 

much  in  doubt    I  think  that  the  heir-at-law  has  a  right 

to  say,  that,  according  to  the  course  of  the  Court,  the  will     J^tdgmenu 

cannot  be  established  against  him  by  a  decree,  without  an 

issne  or  an  ejectment,  if  he  require  it;  and  I  think  the 

Plaintiff  independently  of  the  question  of  redemption,'" 

which  is  remarkable,  ^  has  a  right,  under  the  limitations  of 

this  will,  to  have  its  validity  ascertained.''    Now  the  will 

was  peculiar.    It  contained  a  devise  to  trustees  in  trust  to 

pay  debts,  which,  upon  recent  authorities,  has,  and  I  believe 

bad  then,  been  decided  (a),  was  only  a  chattel  interest  till 

ibe  debts  were  paid;  and  then  all  the  limitations  were  to 

uses,  and  the  Plaintiff  would  claim  under  the  uses;  and 

the  Lord  Chancellor  says,  independently  of  the  question 

of  redemption  in  a  will  so  framed,  the  debts  having  been 

then  paid,  I  think  the  devisee  has  a  right  to  an  issue 

against  the  heir-at-law;  and  accordingly  the  Lord  Chan- 

ceQor  ends  by  directing  an  issue  against  the  heir-at-law. 

Therefore,  on  the  one  hand,  there  is  the  case  of  Grove  v. 
Bastard  (b)  deciding,  that  this  Court  does  for  its  own  pur- 
poses require  the  will  to  be  established,  when  there  is 
nothing  that  this  Court  has  to  carry  into  effect;  and  in 
Grove  v.  Young  it  did  not  direct  the  trust  to  be  carried  into 
execution;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  Lord  Manners  in  the 
case  I  have  just  referred  to  is  reported  as  saying,  that  it 
is  a  question  which  the  party,  independently  of  the  right 
to  redemption,  would  be  entitled  to  have  tried  as  against 
the  heir-at-law. 

Therefore,  if  I  cannot  on  principle  find  any  ground  on 
which  the  mere  fact  of  the  trust  should  create  an  equity 

(a)  CordalTs  case,  Cro.  El.  315.  (6)  2  Ph.  619. 
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IQQQ^  against  the  heir-at-law,  I  do  not  think  that  I  am  fao«m< 
bj  a  series  of  authorities,  as  lb.  RusaeU  contended,  to  hole 
that  in  ererj  case  where  the  Conrt  attempts  to  establid 
a  win,  it  is  also  carrying  the  trosts  into  execotion;  and  ] 
JndgmemL  gj^^^  fbrther,  that  reKef  was  giren  in  a  simple  case  when 
there  was  an  outstanding  legal  estate,  and  where,  onlesi 
there  was  some  special  eqnitr  to  establish  the  will,  clearl] 
the  proper  conrse  wonld  hare  been  to  remore  the  outstand 
ing  term,  and  direct  an  action  to  be  brought  bj  the  derisec 
I  say,  when  I  find  anthorities  of  that  description,  inde 
pendently  of  the  yarions  dicta,  to  which  I  am  about  t< 
refer,  of  sereral  learned  Judges  on  this  subject,  I  niiisi 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  must  be  an  inherem 
equity  on  the  part  of  the  derisee  to  hare  the  will  estab 
lished,  if  he  think  fit,  against  the  heir-at-law. 

I  must  now  notice  another  objection  of  Mr.  SusseffM^ 
which  is  this:  he  says,  there  is  a  twofold  current  of  au- 
thority against  this  proposition:  first,  the  current  of  au- 
thority which  I  have  disposed  of;  and  secondly,  he  saya 
there  has  been  a  course  of  practice  current,  namely,  that 
bills  were  common  to  perpetuate  testimony;  and  therefore 
this  is  an  indication  that  that,  and  not  a  bill  to  estaUid 
the  will,  was  the  right  course.  No  doubt  there  were  manj 
bills  to  perpetuate  testimony.  I  can  easily  conceire  whj 
a  party,  who  is  not  bound  to  establish  the  will  against  th< 
heir-at-law,  might  well  prefer  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testi- 
mony, because  what  he  does  is  this :  he  is  confident  in  hii 
own  witnesses,  and  he  examines  them,  and  they  cannot 
be  cross-examined  on  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony.  Thej 
all  speak,  perfectly  well  knowing  that  no  proceeding  can 
betaken  against  them  for  perjury,  for  the  eyidence  cannot 
be  published  usuaUy  until  they  are  dead,  and  the  part} 
has  erery  possible  advantage  in  perpetuating  testimony  in 
that  mode  against  the  heir,  if  he  be  so  minded,  instead  oi 
bringing  the  matter  to  open  conflict     The  question  which 
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I  kve  to  tiy  is,  whether  he  is  at  liberty  to  litigate  it ;  and  I        i853. 
apprehend  he  is  at  liberty,  although  by  no  means  bound  to      ^boysiT 
do  so;  and  in  those  bills  for  perpetuating  testimony  at  the  «• 

ROSSBOROUGU 

instance  of  purchasers,  where  necessarily  the  vendor  would 

dothe  least  he  could  to  disturb  the  title,  and  the  utmost  point  •' "^"**^ 
contended  for  by  the  purchaser  was,  that  he  had  a  right  to 
hare  the  will  proved,  as  it  is  called,  in  Chancery,  I  can 
understand  why  the  bill  should  be  limited  to  perpetuating 
the  testimony,  and  why  the  parties  should  not  be  minded 
to  carry  it  into  further  and  more  open  litigation.  But  I 
think  that  a  great  deal  of  light  is  thrown  upon  the  subject 
by  the  observations  of  Lord  iTare^Kncte  inBemeyY,Eyre(a), 
He  seems  to  say  there,  that  there  is  a  twofold  mode,  a  mode 
of  either  perpetuating  testimony  or  bringing  the  matter  to 
an  issue.  Lord  Hardwicke  in  that  case  there  lays  down  the 
following  general  rules:  '^  That,  if  a  devisee  brings  a  bill 
merely  in  perpetuam  rei  memoriam,  and  the  heir-at-law 
does  nothing  more  than  cross-examine  the  witnesses  who 
are  produced  to  confirm  the  will,  he  is  entitled  to  his  costs. 
If  he  examines  witnesses  to  encounter  the  will,  then  he 
shall  not  have  his  costs.  This  is  where  the  bill  does  not  pray 
relief,  or  is  not  brought  to  a  hearing.  But  when  the  cause 
is  brought  to  a  hearing,  if  the  heir-at-law  has  an  issue 
directed  to  try  the  will,  and  the  will  is  established,  as  he 
has  a  right  to  be  satisfied  how  he  is  disinherited,  he  shall 
have  his  costs.'*  Here  clearly  Lord  Hardwicke  seems  to 
point  out  two  distinct  courses:  the  one,  having  a  bill  to 
perpetuate  testimony,  if  the  Plaintiff  thought  fit;  the  other, 
having  his  bill  brought  to  a  hearing,  if  he  thought  fit;  and 
in  that  case,  the  heir,  if  he  had  an  issue,  which  he  had  a 
^ht  to  have,  should  have  his  costs ;  and  that,  too,  in  a  case 
^here  the  bill  before  him  was  not  the  bill  of  a  party  seek- 
ing to  carry  into  effect  any  trusts  under  the  will,  but  the 
kill  of  a  party  simply  embarrassed  by  the  existence  of  an 

(a)3Atk.387. 
^OL.  I.  I  E.  K.  W. 
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1853.        outstanding  legal  estate,  which  would  not,  I  appi 

^■^ — '      give  him  the  equity  to  have  an  issue,  whatever  i 

V.  might  give  him  to  have  an  action,  unless  there  hi 

RossBORoaoH.  dependently  of  his  position,  and  by  virtue  of  his  1 

Judgment,     devisee,  a  right  to  have  the  issue  tried  as  against  tl 

and  Lord  Hardtmcke  there  takes  no  notice  what 

there  being  a  difference  between  a  devisee  in  trusl 

mere  legal  devisee  filing  a  bill  to  establish  a  will,  b 

ply  takes  the  case  of  a  devisee  bringing  a  bill  in  per^ 

rei  menioriam,  which  is  one  course,  or  bringing  it  to 

ing,  which  he  says  is  another  course. 

That  brings  me  lastly  to  the  observations  whic 
from  the  numerous  dicta  on  this  subject,  which  nev< 
to  draw  the  distinction  in  any  way  between  the  • 
a  devise  in  trust,  and  the  case  of  a  mere  devise.  ] 
all,  there  is  the  case,  which  was  referred  to  by  coun 
fore  Lord  Eldon  otBooUe  v.  BlundeU  (a).  Lord  Eldo} 
speaking  of  there  being  a  necessity  of  examining 
three  witnesses,  says: — "Suppose  then  an  ejectmt 
rected,  with  admissions  about  possession,  &c.,  or  an; 
form  of  action,  that  is  one  course ;  but  I  have  never 
any  other  taken  upon  an  establishing  bill,  than  by 
ing  an  issua"  And  he  there  draws  at  once  wid 
distinction  which  exists  between  the  case  of  merely 
aside  legal  impediments,  in  which  case  an  action  w< 
the  proper  course,  and  the  case  of  an  "  establishin 
as  he  calls  it,  on  which  the  course  taken  is  that  of 
ing  an  issue;  and  he  there  speaks  of  it  by  name,  as 
species  of  bill,  an  "establishing  bill,"  were  well  unde 

The  rest  of  his  remarks  by  no  means  diminish  th 
of  his  expressions  concerning  "establishing  bills/' 
says,  that  the  course  which  is  taken  in  such  casei 
direct  an  issue. 

(a)  19  Ves.  601. 
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Further  than  that,  which  marks  the  contrast,  in'  my  1853. 
opinion,  on  this  point,  in  Pemberton  v.  Pemberton  (a),  boyb^ 
where  Lord  Eldon  is  considering  the  case  of  an  heir  who  j.  ^' 
brought  a  bill  to  set  aside  a  will,  and  alleged  that  there 
toe  outstanding  legal  estates,  and  an  issue  had  been  di- 
rected to  be  tried,  his  Lordship  says,  he  is  not  certain  that 
the  proper  course  had  been  taken,  or  that  there  ought  to 
hare  been  an  issue.  He  also  says  in  that  case,  that  this 
Qmrt  cannot  try  tJie  validity  of  a  will;  and  I  appre- 
hend that  where  the  mere  difficulty  is,  that  there  is  an 
outstanding  legal  interest,  which  prevents  the  trial  at  law, 
the  course  is  to  direct  an  action,  not  an  issue.  But  the 
nine  Judge  says,  that,  on  an  establishing  bill,  the  proper 
course  is  to  direct  an  issue,  and  an  issue  was  directed  in 
Bhte  V.  Foster^  before  Lord  Manners  (6),  where,  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  unless  the  parties  had  a  right 
lo  an  issue  to  establish  the  will  against  the  heir,  the  pro- 
per coarse  would  have  been  an  action. 

There  is  another  case,  which  perhaps  assists  in  throwing 
wme  light  on  the  subject,  the  case  of  Morrison  v.  Ar- 
fiotJ(c),  before  Lord  Eldon.  Li  that  case,  a  motion  was 
made,  that  depositions  taken  in  a  suit  instituted  to  per- 
petuate testimony  might  be  published,  the  witness  being 
still  living.  That  was  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony, 
there  being  a  will  of  later  date  set  up,  which  it  was  al- 
lied had  not  been  duly  executed.  The  Plaintiffs  were 
trustees  for  sale,  and  they  had  sold,  or  rather  were  about 
to  sell,  for  certain  purposes,  and  wanted,  therefore,  to 
have  the  evidence  published.  Lord  Eldon,  after  deciding 
that  he  could  not  do  that,  says,  "  And  farther,  looking  at 
the  first  will,  and  what  the  trustees  under  it  are  about,  I 
doubt  whether  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  is  in  this 

(a)  13  Ves.  290.  (6)  2  B.  &  B.  387.  (c)  19  Ves.  670. 
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186a        particular  case  exactly  the  bill  which  should  have  be«i 

BoYMB^      filed/'    It  is  quite  clear  that  his  view  there  was,  that  it 

V.  ought  to  have  been  a  bill  to  establish  the  wilL    It  is  tnw 

'  there  was  there  a  trust  for  sale;  and  it  may  be  suggested, 

Judgmau.     ^j^^^^^  therefore,  the  case  does  not  very  prominently  bear 
on  the  point  particularly  at  issue. 

Then,  there  is  another  case,  which  I  think  again  shews 
that  this  supposed  distinction,  now  attempted  to  be  ma& 
between  a  devise  in  trust  and  a  devise  of  the  legal  estate, 
is  disregarded  in  the  course  of  the  observations  made  by 
the  Court.  I  refer  to  the  case  of  Taiham  v.  Wright  {a). 
There  is  a  report  of  the  case  before  Sir  John  Leachy  M.R, 
in  the  first  instance;  and  then  a  further  report  of  it  before 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  assisted  by  Lord  C.  J.  Tindal  and 
other  Judges  of  the  common  law  courts.  It  was  the  bil 
of  the  heir  to  have  the  legal  estate  put  out  of  his  way.  Si: 
J.  Leach  says,  "  It  is  further  to  be  observed,  that  the  bil 
filed  in  this  case  is  not  by  the  devisees  to  establish  th 
testamentary  instrument,  but  it  is  a  bill  by  the  heir-a;( 
law  claiming  against  these  instruments."'  It  does  nc 
appear  whether  the  devises  were  of  legal  estates  simpi] 
or  whether  they  were  in  trust;  but  the  Court  draws  n 
distinction  between  a  bill  by  a  devisee  upon  a  will,  whei 
there  are  trusts  to  be  performed,  and  a  devise  only  of  ti 
legal  estate.  The  Court  says,  "  The  bill  filed  in  this  cat 
is  not  by  the  devisees  to  establish  the  testamentary  instn 
ment,  but  it  is  a  bill  by  the  heir-at-law,  claiming  againi 
these  instruments,  to  have  a  legal  estate  put  out  of  h 
way,  in  order  that  he  may  try  the  validity  of  these  instn 
ments  by  ejectment;  and  no  decree  in  this  cause  would  I 
conclusive  upon  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  wil 
The  Plaintiff  might,  by  redeeming  the  mortgage,  get  in  tl 

(a)  2  Buss.  &  M.  I. 
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mUtui£ng  legal  estate  by  an  assignment  of  the  mort-        ig^a 
fie;  or  eren  upon  the  hearing  upon  farther  directions, 
iiB^t  still  contend  that  he  ought  not  to  be  concluded 
Iftke  trial  of  the  issues,  and  that  the  Court  of  equity 
^  iknU  still  permit  him  to  proceed  by  restraining  the  De-     •^•4^«««t 
fiodtnt  from  opposing  to  him  the  legal  estatea"    Then  the 
s  came  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  assisted  by  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Tindal;  and  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  it  cannot 
kdodited  from  what  is  known  of  his  learning  and  of  his 
oxietjr  to  make  himself  master  of  every  case,  must  haye 
leD  infonned  himself  of  the  course  of  this  Court  before  de- 
Eramg  his  view,  which  was  adopted  and  sanctioned  by  the 
Ind Chancellor.     He  says  this:  ''It  may  be  taken  to  be 
fEMiDy  true,  that,  in  cases  where  the  deyisee  files  a  bill 
tont  up  and  establish  the  will,  and  an  issue  is  directed  by 
Ae  Court  upon  the  question  devisavit  vd  non,  thb  Court 
lil'not  decree  the  establishment  of  the  will,  unless  the 
Msec  has  called  all  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  the  will 
tacooonted  for  their  absence.    And  there  is  good  reason 
ArsQch  a  general  rule.    For  as  a  decree  in  support  of  the 
viD  is  final  and  conclusive  against  the  heir,  against  whom 
ainjanction  would  be  granted  if  he  should  proceed  to 
&arb  the  possession  after  the  decree,  it  is  but  reasonable 
tlttt  he  should  have  the  opportunity  of  cross-examining 
»I1  the  witnesses  to  the  will  before  his  right  of  trying  the 
^  of  the  devisee  is  taken  from  him.     In  that  case,  it  is 
4e  devisee  who  asks  for  the  interference  of  this  Court, 
md  he  ought  not  to  obtain  it  until  he  has  given  every  op- 
portunity to  the  heir-at-law  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the 
will"    There  is  no  reference  there  to  its  being  a  devise 
intrust  or  not  in  trust;   and,  indeed,  as  I  said  before,  I 
ca&not  understand  what  possible  equity  can  arise  against 
the  heir  from  that  circumstance.     Then  he  says,  "  this  is 
laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  in  a  bill  to  establish  a  will,  an 
*  establishing  bill,'  as  Lord  Eldon  calls  it  in  one  part  of 
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his  judgment;"  referring  to  that  expression,  as  shewing 
that  it  was  a  familiar  proceeding;  and  then  he  notices  tk 
case  of  Lowe  v.  JoUiffe  (a).  I  hare  looked  at  that  case 
and  find  that  the  bill  there  was  for  the  purpose  of  cany 
ing  into  effect  the  trusts  of  the  will.  Still  the  distinction 
was  in  no  way  introduced. 

Then  I  come  to  the  case  which  is  of  great  importance  to 
this  particular  case  now  before  the  Court,  the  case  otOrow 
V.  Bastard  (6),  before  Lord  CoUenham,  that  being  a  bill  foi 
specific  performance,  in  which  it  certainly  did  appear  thai 
the  vendors  were  trustees  for  sale,  the  bill  being  simplj 
against  the  purchaser.  Lord  CoUenham,  however,  makes  thif 
observation :  '^  It  is  always  a  painful  duty  for  the  Court  U 
have  to  decide  on  a  title  in  the  absence  of  the  party  inter 
ested  in  disputing  it.''  He  says,  ''The  Courts  in  thii 
country  have  not  the  power  which  the  Courts  in  Scotianc 
have,  of  settling  such  questions  by  declarator;  but,  in  thii 
particular  instance,  this  Court  has  in  effect  the  power  off 
Scotch  declarator,  for  it  has  the  power  of  bringing  th< 
question  raised  by  the  third  party  to  the  test''  Then  hi 
goes  on  to  give  his  reason  for  his  doubts  upon  that  will 
and  he  says,  "  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  says,  in  Oreen  v 
Pvlsford  (c),  *  If  it  were  possible  to  institute  any  inquiij 
as  to  the  facts  which  took  place,  I  think  it  ought  to  b< 
done  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  purchaser;  but  I  do  noi 
see  how  that  can  be.'  That  is  an  authority,  that,  if  then 
are  means  of  bringing  the  objection  to  a  test,  the  Court 
will  do  so  before  it  compels  the  purchaser  to  take  the  title 
In  this  case  I  have  the  means,  by  requiring  the  vendor  U 
file  a  bill  to  establish  the  wiU  against  the  heir.  In  tha 
way  the  question  will  be  speedily  and  conclusively  deter 
mined."    No  doubt  the  Lord  Chancellor  had  the  fact  be 


(a)  1  W.  Bl.  366. 


(fi)  2  Ph.  619. 


(c)  2  Beav.  70. 
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6re  him,  that  the  vendor  in  that  case  was  a  devisee  in         iq^^ 
tawt,  but  he  speaks  of  it  without  making  any  distinc-      "^-^^^ 
tioa  whatever  as  to  its  being  a  devise  in  trust;  and,  as  «. 

I  said  before,  when  it  came  to  be  decided  in  Orove  v.         

Tmig  (a),  it  was  upon  a  bill  which  did  not  ask  to  have  •^<«3^^»»«^- 
the  trusts  carried  into  execution.  The  Vice-Chancellor,  in 
Grm  V.  Taunffy  in  the  same  way,  says,  this  is  the  case  of 
a  bill  by  devisees  to  have  the  will  established,  and  comes 
to  the  same  conclusion.  I  have  looked  into  Sugdens 
Vendors  and  Purchasers,  to  see  if,  when  considering  the 
question,  whether  the  purchaser  has  a  right  to  insist  on 
the  will  being  proved  in  Chancery,  the  learned  author 
refers  to  the  supposed  distinction;  and  I  find  no  such  dis- 
tinction drawn  by  him  as  is  here  contended  for.  In  the 
Jthedit  p.  369,  11th  edit.  p.  463,  he  says,  "Formerly, 
where  a  vendor  claimed  under  a  modem  will,  by  which 
the  heir  was  disinherited,  it  was  usual  to  require  the  will 
to  be  proved  in  equity  against  the  heir-at-law,  but  this 
practice  is  now  almost  wholly  discontinued.  In  the  case 
ofCWten  V.  Wilson  Q))y  the  purchaser  was  in  the  first  in- 
stance discharged  from  his  purchase  on  account  of  the  will 
not  being  proved  against  the  heir-at-law;  but,  on  a  re- 
hearing, he  was  compelled  to  take  the  title.  This  decree, 
however,  was  made  on  the  particular  circumstances  of  the 
case,  and  the  point  was  by  no  means  settled.  But,  in 
Mmiy  V.  Liversidge  (c),  the  title  received  the  Master's 
approbation,  although  the  will  was  not  proved  against 
the  heir-at-law;  but  upon  exceptions  to  his  report  on  that 
account  coming  on.  Lord  Kenyon,  then  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  overruled  them."  Now,  I  have  already  observed, 
that,  in  Colton  v.  Wilso7i  (d),  the  suit,  in  which  the  pur- 
chaser said  that  the  will  should  have  been  proved,  was  a 
suit  to  carry  into  eflFect  the  trusts  of  a  will ;  in  which  suit. 


(«)  6  De  G.  &  S.  38.  (c)  Ghana,  Ist  June,  1786,  MS. 

(6)  3  P.  Wms.  100.  (rf)  3  P.  Wms.  190. 
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185a        therefore,  the  will  would  have  been  established.      Th 

"boy8b        learned  author  continues,  "  If  it  should  even  be  though 

«•  that  a  modem  will  must  be  proved  against  the  heir-al 
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—         law,  yet  it  seems  clear  that  eqmty  would  not  compel  tli 

Judgment,      y^^^^^,  at  the  suit  of  the  purchaser,  to  prove  the  will  pe 

testes.    The  objection,  therefore,  under  any  constructioi 

could  only  be  set  up  by  a  purchaser  as  a  defence  to  spec: 

fie  performance." 

Then  I  was  curious  to  see  what  Lord  St  LeanarcCs  sai- 
after  the  decision  in  Grove  v.  Bastard  (a)y  and  I  looked  a 
the  last,  the  condensed,  edition  of  the  Vendors  and  Pui 
chasers ;  and  there,  in  page  327, 1  find  these  words :  "  How 
ever,  in  a  case  where  the  will  was  in  favour  of  the  solicito 
who  drew  it,  and  his  children,  although  the  heir  had  trie 
one  ejectment  against  him,  and  a  new  trial  had  been  re 
fused,  the  Court  refused  to  enforce  the  acceptance  of  th 
title;  and,  as  the  purchaser  was  willing  to  wait,  the  vendo 
(the  plaintifi^  was  required  to  file  a  bill  to  establish  his  t: 
tie  against  the  heir.  An  answer  to  such  bill,  abandonin 
the  claim,  would  remove  the  objection;  and  if  an  issn 
were  required,  it  would  be  properly  tried  as  between  th 
heir  and  the  devisee.  Of  course,  the  seller  could  not  hai 
been  compelled  to  take  this  step,  but  the  Court,  no  doub 
would,  if  he  had  declined  to  do  so,  have  dismissed  his  bill 
I  do  not  find  in  that  work  the  slightest  observation  mac 
as  to  the  circumstance  of  its  being  a  trust,  or  of  any  di 
ference  arising  from  that  cause;  nor  in  any  part  of  the  ol 
servations  is  there  any  distinction  made  by  the  authi 
pointing  out  to  purchasers,  that,  if  it  had  not  been  a  devi 
upon  trust,  there  could  not  have  been  a  bill  to  establii 
the  will. 

Therefore,  having  looked  at  the  case  under  all  these  di 
ferent  views,  having  carefully  considered  what  equity  ari» 

(a)  2  Ph.  619. 


Judgment, 
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IguDst  the  heir  authorising  this  peculiar  decree,  this  very        1853. 
rtrict  and  peremptory  decree,  which  forbids  his  ever  dis-        boysb 
puting  the  question  again,  from  the  circumstance  of  there    rossbo'rough. 
king  a  devise  in  trust  instead  of  an  ordinary  devise  of  the 
1^  estate,  I  am  unable  to  find  a  ground  for  any  such 
special  equity  on  that  account     If  I  had  found  a  current 
of  tathority  upon  that  question,  I  must  have  followed  it, 
although  I  should  not  have  been  able  to  discover  the  prin- 
dple  on  which  the  particular  relief  had  been  so  granted. 
But  when  I  find,  on  the  one  hand,  Lord  Manners  saying 
I  wiU  assist  a  person  by  way  of  issue  to  establish  a  will 
when  there  is  only  the  di£Sculty  of  an  out-standing  legal 
estate,  and  the  only  proper  remedy  would  be  an  ejectment 
after  that  difficulty  had  been  removed;  and  when  I  find, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  Yice-ChanceUor  Knight  Bruce  and 
the  Vice-Chancellor  Parker  concurring  in  sanctioning  such 
a  decree  on  a  bill  which  did  not  ask  to  carry  any  trusts 
into  execution,  but  simply  to  establish  the  will  against  the 
heir,  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  say  that  the  equity  arises 
from  the  circumstance  of  there  being  a  devise  in  trust.    It 
is  true,  that  I  have  been  unable  to  discover  any  case  in 
which  the  party,  who  has  actually  instituted  a  proceeding 
of  this  kind,  has  been  a  mere  devisee  of  the  legal  estate; 
uid  that,  on  the  other  hand,  there  have  been  several  such 
cases  of  bills  for  perpetuating  testimony;  but  this  may  be 
ezplamed  for  reasons  which  I  have  already  stated.    I  say, 
taking  all  these  circumstances  into  consideration,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  the  equity  must  arise  entirely  from  the 
&ct  of  the  devise,  and  the  jurisdiction  assumed  by  this 
Court  in  cases  of  devise  over  the  heir,  although  he  has 
brought  no  action,  and  has  done  nothing  which  brings 
bim  within  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  bills  of  peace,  to 
^able  the  devisee  to  have  his  title  once  for  all  quieted  in 
4e  special  case  of  a  devise. 

There  is  one  of  Mr.  RxissM's  arguments  which  I  have  not 
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noticed^  and  which,  I  think,  has  but  little  bearing  on  the 
subject,  that  there  is  no  reciprocity,  because  the  h^  cannot 
••  bring  a  bill  to  set  aside  the  will;  and  that,  therefore,  thig 

Court  has  not  jurisdiction  to  establish  the  will  against  him. 

Judffmeru.  j^  ^^^  ^^^  appear  to  me  that  the  two  things  are  of  such  as 
analogous  character  as  that  one  would  expect  to  find  the 
one  where  the  other  existed.  At  the  same  time,  that  doc- 
trine was  only  settled  after  a  considerable  struggle;  for,  in 
a  case  before  Lord  Hardwickey  Wdb  v.  Claverden  (a),  he 
directed  an  issue  upon  a  bill  filed  hy  an  heir  who  had  no 
obstacle  in  his  way;  and  when  the  cause  came  back  he 
said  that  he  should  not  give  the  heir  his  costs,  because 
it  was  a  vexatious  proceeding  on  his  part  to  come  to  this 
Court  when  he  might  have  sued  at  law.  In  the  case  of 
Jones  V.  Jones  (6),  it  is  very  remarkable,  with  regard  to 
the  right  of  the  heir  to  set  aside  the  will  for  invalidity, 
that  it  is  not  said  that  it  never  has  been  done,  but,  that 
the  Court  has  never  done  this  without  directing  an  action 
or  an  issue;  and  Mr.  Russell  relied  on  the  frequently  used 
expression,  that  this  Court  cannot  decide  on  the  validity 
or  invalidity  of  a  will.  That  means  only  that  the  heir 
has  a  right  to  have  the  question  tried  at  law;  but  it  does 
not  mean,  that,  when  the  issue  has  been  tried  at  law,  the 
Court  cannot  establish  the  will.  If  so,  of  course  every  de- 
cree for  establishing  a  will,  either  in  cases  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  must  be  wrong;  for  the  Court  always  directs 
an  issue  to  have  the  point  determined  at  law,  and  when 
it  comes  back  it  establishes  the  will. 

There  was  another  objection  on  the  demurrer,  which 
was,  that  the  bill  did  not  sufficiently  aver  the  claim  of  the 
heir.  I  think,  however,  that  it  is  sufficiently  averred,  in 
this  respect;  his  title  is  not  averred,  but  the  claim  is;  and 
it  is  not  competent  for  him,  who  appears  on  the  faice  oi 

(a)  2  Atk,  424.  (6)  3  Mer.  161. 
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tbe  bill  to  have  succeeded  in  his  character  of  heir  in  Ire-        1853. 
iniid  as  to  the  Irish  estate,  to  disclaim  his  title  as  heir,  or 
to  wf  that  a  further  averment  is  necessary,  than  those 
&ct8  stated  in  the  bill,  to  support  the  rights  of  those  par- 
ties who  are  proceeding  against  him  as  heir,  he  being  a     •^**<<^'»«»<' 
person  who  is  vexing  them  in  that  character. 

Two  other  grounds  for  supporting  the  bill  have  been 
suf^gested,  which,  if  I  could  have  adopted  either  of  them, 
would  have  saved  me  a  good  deal  of  difficulty  and  labour, 
but  I  do  not  think  I  can.   The  principal  ground  was  this :  if 
there  is  an  out-standing  legal  estate,  and  the  Court  there- 
fore interferes,  as  it  has  done  in  some  of  the  cases  I  have 
referred  to,  it  is  said  that  will  apply  to  the  present  case, 
because  the  Plaintiff,  as  devisee,  has  conveyed  the  legal  es- 
tate to  trustees;  and  there  is  an  allegation  in  the  bill  that 
tkej  will  not  act  on  account  of  the  claim  of  the  heir;  but 
1  think  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  sustain  the  bill  upon 
such  an  equity  as  that;  the  estate  having  been  conveyed 
by  the  Plaintiff  to  her  own  trustees,  being  the  only  circum- 
stance which  raises  the  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  Plain- 
tiff in  trying  the  question.     The  proper  course  in  such  a 
case  would  be,  if  the  Plaintiff  were  out  of  possession,  to 
file  a  bill  to  enable  him  to  take  proceedings  in  the  name 
of  his  trustee;  or,  if  he  were  in  possession,  as  in  this  case, 
Mid  the  trustee  had  not  taken  the  proper  steps,  then  the 
proper  course  would  be  to  have  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testi- 
Diony.   The  other  ground  is,  that  this  is  an  obstacle  to  the 
Plaintiff's  trying  his  right  at  law;  but  a  party  cannot  say, 
'  have  an  estate  in  my  own  trustee,  and  I  am  afraid  that 
^t  'will  be  some  impediment  to  my  trying  my  right  against 
^^  heir.     The  equity  against  the  heir  must  arise  from 
^^e  outstanding  legal  estate,  of  which  he  is  going  to  avail 
'himself;  and  therefore  I  could  not  support  the  bill  on  that 
S^X)und. 

Another  point  has  occurred  to  me;  and  if  the  proceed- 
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ing  had  been  in  England,  I  think  that  it  might  have  sup- 
ported the  bilL  There  is  a  bill  by  the  heir  in  Irdand, 
impeaching  the  validity  of  the  will  simpliciter,  and  an  is- 
sue has  been  directed  and  tried  upon  that ;  and  if  that  suit 
had  been  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England,  it  would 
probably  have  given  an  equity  for  a  cross  bill  to  establish 
the  will ;  but,  being  in  Ireland,  it  will  not  give  such  an 
equity  here  for  a  cross  bill,  nor  for  a  bill  of  peace,  more 
especially  as  the  heir  has  succeeded  in  his  suit  in  Ire- 
land. 

I  therefore  overrule  the  demurrer,  but  without  costs,  as 
the  point  is  now  raised  for  the  first  time. 

A  month's  time  was  given  to  put  in  an  answer. 


Decethds 
7th. 

WUl—Qm' 
ttrucHon — Mit- 
nomer — Two 
ClaimanU — 
JBmdencenot 
odmiMsSble, 


DOUGLAS  v.  FELLOWS. 

L  HIS  was  a  claim  by  the  three  children  of  Henry  0«6om 
Douglas  against  the  executors  of  the  will  of  Ann  Strutt 
and  the  children  of  Peter  John  Douglas,  five  in  number, 
for  a  legacy  of  3002.  and  interest 


Ann  Strutt,  late  of  Camberwell,  in  the  county  of  Surrey, 
the  wife  of  Joseph  Strutt,  of  the  same  place,  in  her  last 
will,  dated  the  4th  of  August,  1 842,  and  made  in  execu- 


A  will  contain- 
ed a  legacy  of 
300/.  to  Com- 
modore P.  Z)., 
of&,  and  alike 
legacy  to  the 
children  of  P, 
H,  D.    This 

last  legacy  was  claimed  by  the  three  children  of  ^.  O.  Z>.,  and  also  adversely  by  the  five  children  of 
P.  D^  whose  real  name  was  P,  J.  Z>.  P.  J.  D.  and  H.  O.  D.  were  both  in  the  same  degree  of  rela- 
tionship to  the  testatrix,  and  she  had  given  like  legacies  to  their  brothers  and  sisters.  H.  O.  />.  was 
dead  at  the  date  of  the  will : — HeM,  that  the  previous  gift  to  Commodore  P.  />.,  and  the  &ct  that  the 
gift  was  not  to  the  children  of  ^  the  said**  P.  H.  Z>.,  together  with  the  intention  manifested  in  the 
will  to  provide  for  all  the  members  of  the  Z).  family,  was  sufficient  to  enable  the  Court  to  decide,  upon 
the  fiice  of  the  will,  that  the  children  of  If.  O,  D,  were  intended,  although  there  was  no  reference 
to  him  as  *«  the  late'*  //.  O.  D, 

Held,  also,  that  this  constmction  did  not  strike  out  the  name  **'  PJ''*  but  treated  it  as  having  been 
used  by  mistake. 

Held,  lastly,  that  extrinsic  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  testatrix  was  not  admissible,  although 
it  might  have  been  if  there  had  been  only  one  class  of  claimants. 
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tion  of  a  power  given  to  her  by  her  marriage  settlement, 
expressed  herself  as  follows: — "  I  give  and  bequeath  imto 
ladj  Charlotte  Jephson,  of  Pdham  Crescent,  Old  Bromp- 
ioHf  in  the  county  of  MiddUaex,  widow,  the  sum  of  300Z., 
part  of  the  sum  of  1770i  Bank  Stock  standing  in  the 
names  of  Timothy  Richardson  and  Thomas  Fellows.    I 

pre  and  bequeath  unto Bamy,  the  wife  of  the  Rev. 

John  Bamy,  of  East  Charlton  Somertson,  in  the  county  of 
Somerset,  clerk,  the  sum  of  300Z.,  further  part  of  the  said 
Bank  Stock.  /  give  and  bequeath  unto  Commodore  Peter 
Douglas,  now  or  UUe  ofPortsea,  in  the  county  ofSouthamp- 
kn^  the  sum  of  3001,  further  part  of  the  said  Bank  Stock. 
I  give  and  bequeath  unto  Charles  Smith,  of  Charlton,  in 
the  county  of  Kent,  now  or  late  a  cadet  dn  the  Military 
CoU^e,  Woolwich,  in  the  said  county  of  Kent,  the  sum  of 
3001.,  further  part  of  the  said  Bank  Stock.  /  give  a/nd  be- 
jueoft  to  the  children  of  Peter  Henry  Douglas  the  sum  of 
ML,  further  part  of  the  said  Bank  Stock,  equally  to  be  di- 

ttiW  between  them,    I  give  and  bequeath  to Friend, 

the  wife  of  Captain Friend,  the  sum  of  135Z.,  further 

part  of  the  said  Bank  Stock.   I  give  and  bequeath  to 

Bammond,  the  wife  of Hammond,  the  sum  of  1S51., 

residue  of  the  said  Bank  Stock.  I  am  not  aware  of  the  re- 
sidences of  the  said  two  last-mentioned  legatees." 

The  will  also  contained  a  bequest  to  the  children  of 
"the  said"  Lady  Jephson. 

ISie  testatrix  appointed  the  said  Timothy  Richardson 
^^  ThonuLS  Fellows  her  executors.  She  died  in  March, 
'SSO,  and  her  executors  proved  her  will. 


1853. 


Douglas 
Fbllows. 
SialemetU, 


rrhere  were  six  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  Douglas  fa- 
**^y,  all  cousins  to  the  testatrix.  One  of  them,  named 
^eivry  OAom  Douglas,  and  usually  called  Henry  Douglas, 
"^Bs  the  father  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  had  died  in  1820,  leav- 
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ing  the  Plaintiffs  his  only  children.  Another  brother  in 
Peter  John  DouglaSy  formerly  a  Commodore  and  now  ai 
Admiral  in  the  Royal  Navy;  Peter  John  Douglas  had 
at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix 
five  children,  who  were  Defendants  to  this  claim.  Then 
was  no  brother  named  Peter  Henry  Douglcts.  Of  the  sL 
brothers  and  sisters  of  the  Douglaa  family,  one  died  witli 
out  issue  long  before  the  testatrix.  Two  of  the  sistei 
were  widows,  in  good  circumstances,  and  without  chi 
dren.  The  sixth  was  the  mother  of  Mra  Bamy,  to  whoi 
a  legacy  was  given,  and  who  was  her  only  child.  The  stal 
of  the  Douglas  family  was  known  to  the  testatrix,  but  sh 
did  not  know  where  the  children  of  Henry  Osbom  Dou^ 
las  resided,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  she  knew  that  thei 
were  children  of  Peter  John  Douglas. 


Argument.        Mr.  Caims,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  offered  evidence  of  the  in 
tention  of  the  testatrix  in  making  this  bequest. 

Mr.  Wigram,  Q.  C,  for  the  children  of  Commodor 
Douglas,  objected  to  this  evidence  being  received. 

Mr.  Cairns, — ^The  description  of  the  children  applie 
with  exactly  equal  inaccuracy  to  two  classes  of  children 
those  of  Peter  John  Douglas  and  Henry  Osbom  DougUu 
Therefore,  the  case  is  like  a  gift  of  a  subject  by  a  descriptioi 
which  will  apply  to  two,  and  it  comes  within  the  rule  lai< 
down  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Miller  v.  Travers  (a),  that  "  wher 
the  description  of  the  thing  devised,  or  of  the  devisee,  i 
clear  upon  the  face  of  the  will,  but  upon  the  death  of  th 
testator  it  is  found  that  there  are  more  than  one  estate  o 
subject-matter  of  devise,  or  more  than  one  person  who8< 


(a)  8  Bing.  244. 
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descripiion  follows  out  and  fills  the  words  used  in  the  will ; 
18  wher^  the  testator  devises  his  manor  of  DcUe,  and  at 
ik  death  it  is  found  that  he  has  two  manors  of  that  name, 
8w&  Dale  and  North  Dale;  or  where  a  man  devises  to  his 
BOB  John,  and  he  has  two  sons  of  that  name:  in  each  of 
these  cases  respectively  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
diew  which  manor  was  intended  to  pass,  and  which  son 
vu  intended  to  taka  The  other  class  of  cases  is  that  in 
vbich  the  description  contained  in  the  will  of  the  thing 
intended  to  be  devised,  or  of  the  person  who  is  intended 
to  take,  is  true  in  part,  but  not  true  in  every  particular. 
As  where  an  estate  is  devised  to  a  person  whose  surname 
ordiristian  name  is  mistaken,  or  whose  description  is  im- 
perfect or  inaccurata"" 

So  in  1  Jarm.  on  Wills,  376,  it  is  said:  "  that  where  part 
of  the  description  applies  to  one  person  and  part  to  another 
(a  state  of  things  which  woidd,  if  the  ambiguity  were  not 
removed  in  some  manner,  necessarily  be  fatal  to  the  in- 
tended disposition),  parol  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  pur- 
pose of  shewing  which  of  the  imperfectly  described  indi- 
viduals was  meant  to  be  the  object  of  the  gift :"  Lindgren  v. 
Lindgren  (a).  The  rule  is  thus  stated  by  Lord  Abinger 
in  Doe  d.  Hiscocka  v  Hiscocka  (5),  "  Evidence  of  intention 

can  properly  be  admitted where  the  meaning  of  the 

testator's  words  is  neither  ambiguous  nor  obscure,  and 
^here  the  devise  is  on  the  face  of  it  perfect  and  intelli- 
giWe;  but,  from  some  of  the  circumstances  admitted  in 
proof,  an  ambiguity  arises  as  to  which  of  the  two  or  more 
^gs,  or  which  of  the  two  or  more  persons  (each  answer- 
ing the  words  in  the  will)  the  testator  intended  to  express. 
'Thus,  if  a  testator  devise  his  manor  of  S^o  A,  /?.,  and  has 
two  manors  of  North  8.  and  South  S.,  it  being  clear  he 
^eans  to  devise  one  only,  whereas  both  are  equally  denoted 
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by  the  words  he  has  used,  in  that  case,  there  is  what  LorJ 
Bacon  calls  *  an  equivocation/  that  is,  the  words  equally 
apply  to  either  manor/'  [The  ViCE-CHANCELLoa. — ^That 
seems  to  refer  to  an  inaccurate  description  of  some  one 
person.  I  suppose  the  case  of  Beaumont  v.  FeU  (a)  was  ii 
the  mind  of  the  learned  Judge  at  the  time.]  Suppoa 
that  my  clients  were  the  sole  claimants?  [The  Vice 
Chancellor. — Then,  perhaps,  the  evidence  might  be  ad 
missible ;  but  is  it  admissible  to  shew  which  of  two  classe 
of  claimants  was  intended?]  The  moment  at  which  th 
evidence  becomes  admissible  is  when  the  state  of  the  fa 
mily  is  ascertained,  and  no  one  is  found  to  answer  the  de 
scription  of  the  legatee.  What  difference  can  it  make 
that  subsequently  two  parties  claim  under  the  inaccurat 
description?  The  nature  of  the  evidence  which  I  propos 
to  adduce  is,  that  the  testatrix,  acting  by  an  amanuensis 
gave  a  particular  name  to  a  person  of  whose  proper  nam< 
there  is  no  doubt.  Now,  I  should  be  at  liberty,  if  she  ha< 
been  in  the  habit  of  calling  this  person  by  a  wrong  name 
to  shew  that  it  was  the  only  name  for  him  that  she  knew 
and  surely,  if  an  amanuensis  writes  a  wrong  name  in  pur 
suance  of  correct  orders,  I  may  also  give  evidence  of  thai 
[The  Vice-Chancellor. — ^That  last  step  is  a  wide  one 
Whatever  a  testatrix  is  in  the  habit  of  doing,  the  Cour 
wishes  to  know;  but  she  cannot  be  taken  to  adopt  all  tha 
other  people  do  for  her.]  But,  on  principle,  can  there  h 
any  difference  in  admitting  the  evidence  where  there  an 
two  adverse  claimants,  and  in  a  case  in  which  there  is  onl^ 
one?  If  the  heir  had  entered  into  possession,  and  a  devise 
inaccurately  described  had  brought  ejectment  against  him 
then,  according  to  Doe  v.  Hiscocks,  the  devisee  might  prov 
his  title  by  evidence  of  the  testator's  intention.  Suppos< 
that  Mr.  Wigraraa  clients  had  entered  into  possessioi 
and  my  clients  had  brought  ejectment,  could  there  be  an^ 


(a)  2  P.  Wms.  140. 
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reason  for  preventing  them  from  using  similar  evidence? 
In  ejectment^  the  Plaintiff  must  prove  his  title,  but  the 
Court  never  considers  who  the  Defendant  is.  But  here, 
apart  from  any  evidence  of  the  intention,  there  is  suffi- 
dent  on  the  face  of  the  will  to  prove  that  mj  clients  are 
die  persons  intended. 

The  YiGE-CHAiroELLOB  intimated  that  he  could  not  re- 
cei?e  the  evidence. 


1853. 


ArffumenL 


Mr.  Wigramy  Q.  C. — ^The  question  is,  not  whether  the 
children  of  one  of  these  persons  are  entitled,  but  whether 
the  children  of  either  are  excluded.  The  real  mode  of 
ooDstming  this  will  is  to  read  it  as  though  the  word  "  and  " 
were  inserted  between  ^' Peter"  and  "Henry"  Then  it 
is  obidons  why  the  testatrix  did  not  say  "  the  said  "  Peter, 
hecause  "  the  said  "  could  not  apply  also  to  Henry.  The 
nile  m  these  cases  is,  as  it  is  expressed  by  Lord  Brougham 
in  Lord  Camoys  v.  BltmdeU  (a),  "  to  get  at  the  meaning  of 
the  testator  in  the  best  way  you  can,"  as  was  done  in 
RyaU  V.  Hannam  (6).  There  would  be  more  reason  on  the 
&ce  of  the  will  to  exclude  Henry  than  Peter,  for  the  name 
"Peter"  is  used  in  the  first  place  as  the  designating  name; 
and  if  Henry  had  been  referred  to,  he  would  have  been 
mentioned  as  "the  late,''  for  he  was  dead.  It  would  be 
doing  a  violence  to  the  will  to  expunge  the  word  " Peter" 
No  improbability  is  thrown  on  my  view  by  the  previous 
^fi  to  Peter,  for  the  testatrix  gives  a  legacy  to  Lady  Jeph- 
«m,  and  also  one  to  her  children ;  and  all  these  legacies 
ve  too  small  to  be  intended  as  provisions. 

Mr.  Hodgson  for  the  executors. 

The  reply  was  not  called  for. 


(a)lH.L.Ca8.  792. 
VOL  I.  K 


(b)  10  Bear.  536. 


E.  K.  w. 
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Judgment, 


Vice-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  think,  that,  without  admitting  the  evidence  of  inten- 
tion in  this  case,  I  must  decide  against  Mr.  Wtgrams 
clients;  but  I  should  be  most  reluctant  to  have  it  suppos- 
ed that  I  should  be  inclined  to  admit  this  evidence.  I 
think  that  the  only  case  in  which  it  would  be  admissible 
might,  perhaps,  be  that  imaginable  case  which  was  hint 
ed  at  in  Doe  Y.Hiscocks(a),  where,  the  description  usee 
being  incorrect  and  equally  inapplicable  to  two  persons,  ai 
equivocation  arises.     • 

If  that  be  law  in  any  sense,  it  must  mean,  that,  wher 
all  the  legitimate  evidence  has  been  admitted,  and  tw 
classes  of  persons,  improperly  designated,  seem  to  be  equal 
ly  pointed  at  by  the  words  of  the  will,  an  equivocation  the 
arises;  just  as  in  the  case  where  there  are  two  manors  ( 
Dale,  either  of  which  might  have  been  designated  by  th 
words  of  the  will. 

However,  that  question  does  not  arise  here,  because  : 
appears  to  me  that  there  is  sufficient  in  the  evidence  whic 
is  strictly  admissible  to  incline  the  balance  in  favour  of  tl 
Plaintiffs. 

I  derive  some  comfort  in  cases  of  this  kind,  in  whic 
the  Court  must  more  or  less  guess  at  the  meaning  of  it 
testator,  from  the  authority  oi  Fox  v.  Collins  (I),  in  whic 
there  was  a  gift  to  "  the  said"  Ann  Collins,  and  there  wei 
two  persons  of  that  name  mentioned  in  the  will;  and  Loi 
Northington  said,  that  he  felt  it  to  be  his  duty  to  decic 
that  there  was  no  intestacy,  if  he  could  by  any  means  d 
termine  from  the  will  which  of  the  two  was  intended. 

Unless  I  in  this  case  adopt  Mr.  Wigrarns  suggestion 
inserting  the  word  "  and"  between  the  words  "  Peter"  ai 


(a)  6M.&W.  373. 


(h)  2  Eden,  107. 
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^Ewry^  I  think  tiiat  no  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
kstttrix  arises  here.  There  is,  first,  a  gift  to  Commodore 
?dber  Donglas^  whose  real  name  was  Peter  John  DougUu. 
He  is  described  in  the  will  as  a(Portsea  in  Southampton. 
Tken  there  are  legacies  to  two  or  three  persons,  and  then 
t  legacj  to  the  children  of  Peter  Henry  Douglas,  not  of 
''the  said''  Peter  Hem^  DougUu,  as  when  she  gives  to  the 
children  of  Lady  Jephsan,  which,  if  she  meant  to  refer  to 
&B  children  of  Peter,  cme  would  naturally  expect  to  find. 
Besides,  there  is  the  extern^  &ct  that  Henry  OAom 
Douglas  stood  in  the  same  degree  of  relationship  to  the 
testtttiix  as  Peter  John  Douglas.  They  were  both  mem- 
ben  of  the  same  &mily.  Taking  it  to  be  a  gift  to  the  chil- 
dien  of  one  person,  and  not  of  two,  and  haring  to  decide 
<a  the  fiu^e  of  the  will  who  was  intended,  I  think,  that,  if 
&e  testatrix  had  intended  the  legacy  for  the  diildren  of 
Commodore  Peter  Douglas,  whom  she  had  before  so  fully 
described,  she  would  hardly  have  given  him  a  second  name 
without  referring  to  him  as  "  the  said.''  I  notice,  also, 
that  she  had  provided  for  that  branch  of  the  family  by  giv- 
ing to  Commodore  Douglas  a  legacy  of  iiie  same  amount; 
ttd,  therefore,  she  would  be  more  likely  to  intend  this 
legacy  of  300Z.  as  a  provision  for  the  children  of  the  de- 
ceased Henry  Oebom  Douglas;  and  though  one  might  have 
expected  to  find  a  reference  to  him  as  "  the  late"  Henry 
Otbom  Douglas,  yet  I  think  that  the  want  of  such  refer- 
ence is  not  enough  to  counterbalance  the  efiect  of  the  other 
circumstances  to  which  I  have  referred. 


1868. 


JwiqmioA. 


Mr.  Wigram  says,  that,  by  thus  deciding,  I  strike  out  the 
word  " Peter*'  but  I  do  not  think  that  I  do.  I  only  de- 
cide that  she  used  that  name  by  mistake;  and  the  fact, 
which  is  in  evidence,  that  she  did  not  know  where  these 
children  resided,  accounts  for  her  not  having  described 
ihem.  Putting  in  the  word  "  and,'"  as  Mr.  Wigram  sug- 
gested, would  be  doing  much  more  violence  to  the  will.   It 

k2 


122  CASES  IS  CHAXGEBY. 

1SS3.  is  tnie  that  it  mi^t  not  be  of  sadi  mat^ial  consequence 
here  as  in  other  cases;  but  if  the  word  ^  each"  might  be 
inserted  in  a  like  case,  where  more  than  two  names  were 
used,  a  rerj  serious  effect  mi^t  be  pro^oced.  This  argu- 
ment assumes  that  it  is  not  probable  that  the  testatiii 
would  omit  to  proride  for  the  children  of  Henry  Odwn 
IhfugHas;  but  there  is  no  other  instance  in  the  will  of  hei 
giring  a  legacy  to  the  children  of  two  persons  together 
The  legacy  to  his  children  is  consistent  with  what  appear 
to  be  her  object,  namelv,  to  diride  this  fund  equalb 
among  a  certain  class  of  persons,  or  their  children ;  whils 
there  would  be  a  further  consequence,  if  I  were  to  adop 
Mr.  Ififfram's  riew,  that,  the  testatrix  haiing  giren  ; 
legacjof  30(M.alreadTto  Commodore  Doti^iaj;,  hischildre 
wQfuld  be  further  let  in,  although  more  numerous  thai 
Henry  tj  to  share  equally  with  the  three  children  of  Hewr 
OAonm  Douglas.  That  is  not  a  Teiy  probable  intentioi 
looking  to  the  equal  d^ree  of  relationship  of  Peier  an 
Henry  to  the  testatrix. 

Therefore,  upon  the  fiice  of  the  instrument  itself,  I  thin 
there  is  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  children  of  Henry  (h 
hem  Dougias  were  intended.  The  Plaintiff^s  claim  mus 
be  aUowed.    The  costs  must  come  out  of  the  estate. 
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LOOSEMORE  v.  KNAPMAN. 


Dec.  8M. 


JDT  an  indenture,  dated  the  3  J  st  of  January,  1833,  and  seuUment— 

made  between  WiUiam  Knapman  of  theiSrst  part,  Sarah  ^^T^Z^hT 

Loomnore  of  the  second  part,  and  Samuel  Robert  Topping  ]^'^^^^  * 

and  Robert  Looaemore  of  the  third  part,  after  reciting         

fliafc  a  marriage  had  been  agreed  upon,  and  was  intend-  i/comempia!'* 

ed  shortly  to  be  solemnised,  between  the  said  WiUiam  ^-^J^^*' 
Kmmium  and  Sarah  Loosemore,  and  reciting  the  title  of  the  intended 

-_,    ,  huBoand  beuiff 

WUHam  Knapman  to  certain  real  estates,  and  that,  on  entided  to  cer- 

ie  Ureaiy  for  the  said  intended  marriage,  it  was  agreed  a  was  a^d** 

^ihe  said  WiUiam  Knapman  should  secure  to  the  said  fo^^eS^ 

Sarah  Loosemore,  during  the  joint  lives  of  herself  and  "age*  that  he 

lum  the  said  WiUiam  Knapman,  an  annuity  or  yearly  the  intended 

sum  of  5(M.  for  her  separate  use  by  way  of  pin  money,  and  Jhe^houS'iiur. 

also  during  the  life  of  her  the  said  Sarah  Loosemore,  in  ^^7®  J»i™»  acer- 

^  .  .  ...  **"*  annuity  by 

o(ue  she  should  survive  him  the  said  WiUiam  Knapman,  way  of  jointure, 


*in  manner 


an  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  200i.  by  way  of  jointure  and  thereinafter  c 
»»  Jar  of  dower  in  manner  thereinafter  expressed:   It  is  SJ]SU^"c[^, 
^tnessed,  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  ^  certain  real 

./        .  ^    ,  .1  .  1     -I  .  ,  estate  to  trus- 

in  consideration  of  the  said  intended  marriage,  and  pur-  tees  for  a  long 

suant  to  and  by  force  and  virtue  and  in  exercise  and  ex-  J^  the^^ts 

ecution  of  the  several  powers  and  authorities  (therein  re-  Jwi^'^'th^ 

ferred  to),  and  of  every  or  any  other  power  or  authority  in  covenanted  that 

anywise  enabling  him  in  this  behalf — ^he  the  said  WU-  cutors,  adminis- 

^rn,  Knapman,  with  the  privity  of  the  said  Sarah  Loose-  ^^"ihouid 

»iwe,  his  intended  wife,  (testified  by  her  being  a  party  to  pay  the  jointure 

and  executing  the  settlement  in  manner  therein  mention-  vivinghim,  up- 
on certain  speci- 
fied days;  and 
^«  coTenant  was  followed  by  a  declaration  that  the  demised  lands  were  to  be  held  upon  trust  for  the 
*Ulor  until  some  de&ult  in  making  any  of  the  payments  of  the  jointure;  and,  in  case  of  non-pay- 
°**nt  of  any  part  for  forty  days  next  after  any  day  of  paym'ent,  then,  upon  trust  to  secure  the 
■Mne:— //e/rf,  that,  as  between  the  real  and  personal  representatives  of  the  settlor,  the  land  was  the 
P'iioary  fond  for  payment  of  the  jointure,  because  the  jointure  was  not  in  satis&ction  of  any  debt 
^^c  from  the  settlor  at  the  time  of  executing  the  settlement,  nor  had  his  personal  estate  been  aug- 
^ted  by  any  consideration  given  for  it;  and  therefore  the  presumption  was,  that  a  primary  charge 
^P<|Q  the  land  was  intended;  and  that  presumption  was  not  rebutted  by  anything  in  the  recitals, 
*  in  the  form  of  the  deed  of  settlement 
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StatemerU, 


ed),  appointed  that  the  several  freehold  messuages  or  tene- 
ments and  hereditaments  thereinafter  described,  with  the 
appurtenances,  should  thenceforth  go,  remain,  and  be  to 
the  use  of  the  said  Samuel  Robert  Topping  BJidRobert  L0099- 
more,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  and 
during  and  unto  the  full  end  and  term  of  500  years,  fully 
to  be  complete  and  ended,  without  impeachment  of  waste 
Nevertheless,  upon  and  for  the  trusts,  intents,  and  pur 
poses,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provi- 
soes, agreements,  and  declarations  thereinafter  declared 
and  contained  of  and  concerning  the  same.  And  it  is  fojt 
ther  witnessed,  that,  in  further  pursuance  of  the  said  agree 
ment,  and  for  the  consideration  aforesaid,  and  for  thi 
nominal  consideration  therein  mentioned,  the  said  WH 
Ham  Knapman,  with  the  privity  of  the  said  Sarah  Loose 
more,  testified  as  aforesaid,  and  by  way  of  further  assur 
ance  only,  granted  and  demised  unto  the  said  Samuel  Re 
bert  Topping  and  Robert  Loosemore,  their  executors,  ad 
ministrators,  and  assigns,  the  said  hereditaments  (there! 
described),  to  hold  the  same,  with  the  appurtenances,  unt 
the  said  Samuel  Robert  Topping  and  Robert  Loosemori 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  thencefort 
for  and  during  and  unto  the  full  end  and  term  of  50 
years  fully  to  be  complete  and  ended,  without  impeaci 
ment  of  waste.  Nevertheless,  upon  and  for  the  trusts^  ii 
tents,  and  purposes,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  tli 
powers,  provisoes,  agreements,  and  declarations  thereii 
after  declared  and  contained  of  and  concerning  the  sam- 
And  it  is  further  witnessed,  that,  in  further  pursuance  i 
the  said  agreement,  and  for  the  considerations  aforesait 
the  said  William  Knapm^n,  with  the  privity,  &a,  of  tl 
said  Sarah  Loosemore,  testified  as  aforesaid,  demised  iinl 
the  said  Samuel  Robert  Topping  and  Robert  Loosemor 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  (certain  leas( 
holds  for  long  terms  of  years),  to  hold  the  same  unto  tl 
said  Samuel  Robert  Topping  and  Robert  Loosemore    the 
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ezeeutorf^  administrators^  and  assigns,  from  thenceforth 
for  and  during  all  the  remainder  of  the  said  terms,  except 
D11I7  the  last  ten  days  thereof,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  a  pep- 
percorn, if  the  same  should  be  lawfully  demanded.    Never* 
theless,  upon  and  for  the  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  and 
with,  under,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes,  declara- 
tions, and  agreements  thereinafter  declared  and  contained 
of  and  concerning  the  sama    And  the  said  William  Knap- 
mm  did  thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  ad- 
ministrators, covenant,  promise,  and  agree,  with  and  to 
the  said  Scunud  Robert  Topping  and  Robert  Loosemore, 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  manner 
following;  that  is  to  say,  (amongst  other  things),  that,  in 
cue  the  said  intended  marriage  should  take  effect,  and 
the  said  WHUam  Knapman  should  depart  this  life  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  said  Sarah  Loosemore,  his  intended  wife, 
then,  and  in  such  case,  the  heirs,  appointees,  executors, 
^administrators,  or  assigns  of  him  the  said  William  Knap- 
mn  should  and  would,  from  and  after  such  his  decease, 
daring  the  life  of  the  said  Sarah  Loosem^orey  his  intended 
wife,  well  and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto  her  the 
said  Sarah  Loosemore^  and  her  assigns,  the  yearly  sum  of 
200L,  of  lawful  money  as  aforesaid,  by  four  equal  quarter- 
ly payments,  on  the  26th  day  of  March,  the  24th  day  of 
June,  the  29tb  day  of  September,  and  the  25th  day  of  De- 
<5ember  in  every  year,  without  any  deduction  or  abate- 
ment thereout  on  any  account  whatever,  the  first  of  such 
9<iarterly  payments  to  be  made  on  such  of  the  said  last- 
mentioned  days  of  payment  as  should  first  happen  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  WiUiam  Knapm^an,  if  the  said  Sarah 
^ooeemore  should  on  that  day  be  living.   And,  as  well,  as  to 
^tid  concerning  the  said  several  freehold  messuages  or  te- 
nements, hereditaments,  and  premises,  so  thereby  appoint - 
^  and  demised  to  the  said  Samuel  Robert  Topping  and 
ttobert  Loosemore,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
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signs^  with  the  appurtenances,  during  the  said  term  of 
500  years,  as  thereinbefore  mentioned;  as  also,  as  to 
and  concerning  the  several  leasehold  pieces  or  parcels  of 
ground,  messuages,  or  tenements  and  premises,  so  thereby 
demised  unto  the  said  Samuel  Robert  Topping  and  Robert 
Looaemore,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
with  the  appurtenances,  for  the  respective  residues  of  the 
said  terms  of  years  save  the  last  ten  days  thereof,  respect- 
ively, as  thereinbefore  mentioned:  it  was  thereby  agreed 
and  declared,  between  and  by  the  parties  thereto,  that  the 
said  Samuel  Robert  Topping  and  Robert  Loosemorey  their 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  stand  and 
be  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  same  several  freehold 
and  leasehold  hereditaments  and  premises  respectively, 
upon  and  for  the  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  and  with, 
under,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes,  declarations, 
and  agreements  thereinafter  declared  and  contained  of 
and  concerning  the  same ;  that  is  to  say,  upon  trust  tp  per- 
mit  and  suffer  the  said  William  Knapman,  his  heirs,  ap- 
pointees,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  respectively, 
to  receive  and  take  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said 
several  freehold  and  leasehold  Iiereditaments  and  premises, 
with  the  appurtenances,  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  abso- 
lute use  and  benefit,  until  some  default  should  happen  to  be 
made  of  or  in  the  said  annual  sum  of  501  or  2002.,  (as  the 
case  might  be),  or  some  part  thereof  respectively,  at  or  on 
the  days  or  times  and  in  the  manner  thereinbefore  ap- 
pointed for  the  payment  thereof  respectively;  and  in  case 
the  said  annual  sum  of  501  or  2001,  (tw  the  case  might  be),  or 
any  part  thereof  respectively,  should  happen  to  be  behind  or 
unpaid  by  the  space  of  forty  days  next  after  the  said  days 
or  times  of  payment  thereof,  then  upon  further  trust,  for  bet- 
ter securing  to  the  said  Sarah  Loosemore,  or  such  her  ap- 
pointees and  assigns  as  aforesaid,  the  payments  of  the 
said  several  annual  sums  of  502.  and  2002.,  (as  the  case  might 
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be);  and,  for  that  purpose,  upon  trust,  that  they  the  said 
Samuel  Rcbert  Topping  and  Robert  Loosemore,  or  the  sur- 
iiTor  of  them,  or  the  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns 
of  such  survivor,  should,  from  time  to  time,  by  and  out  of 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  several  freehold  and 
leasehold  hereditaments  and  premises,  by  demising,  leas- 
ing, selling,  or  mortgaging  the  same  premises,  or  any  of 
them,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof  respectively,  for  all  or 
any  part  of  the  said  term  of  500  years,  as  respects  the  said 
hereditaments  therein  comprised;  and  as  to  the  said 
leasehold  premises,  for  all  or  any  part  of  the  then  residue 
of  the  said  several  terms  of  years,  save  and  except  the  last 
ten  days  thereof  respectively,  or  either  of  them,  or  by  all 
or  any  of  the  said  ways,  or  by  any  other  ways  or  means, 
Ie?7  and  raise  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  as  should  be 
sufficient  from  time  to  time  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  said 
yearly  sum  of  50i.  or  2001.  (as  the  case  might  be),  or  so  much 
thereof  as  should  from  time  to  time  happen  to  be  in  ar- 
rear  and  unpaid,  together  with  all  loss,  costs,  charges, 
damages,  and  expenses,  which  the  said  Sarah  Loosemore, 
or  such  her  appointees  or  assigns  as  aforesaid,  or  the  said 
Samud  Robert  Topping  and  Robert  Loosemore^  or  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
should  sustain,  expend,  or  be  put  to  for  or  by  reason  of 
the  nonpayment  of  the  said  yearly  sum  of  50Z.  or  200t  (as 
the  case  might  be),  or  any  part  thereof  respectively,  at  the 
days  or  times  and  in  manner  thereinbefore  mentioned  for 
the  payment  thereof,  and  should  pay,  and  apply,  and  dis- 
pose of  the  same  monies  accordingly.  And  upon  further 
trust,  that  they  the  said  Samuel  Robert  Topping  and  Robert 
I^memore,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  should  permit 
and  suffer  the  said  William  Knapman,  his  heirs,  appointees, 
Reenters,  administrators,  or  assigns  respectively,  to  re- 
ceive and  take  the  residue  or  surplus  of  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  of  the  said  several  freehold  or  leasehold  here- 
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ditaments  and  premises.  And  the  settlement  contained  a 
proviso  for  cesser  of  the  term  on  satisfactioii  of  the  said 
trusts. 

Statement.  The  marriage  was  shortly  afterwards  solemnised.  WUr 
liam  Knapman  died  in  August,  1835,  having  by  his  will 
confirmed  the  jointure  of  200Z.  to  his  widow,  and  devised 
the  estates,  subject  thereto,  to  his  son  Henry  Knapman, 
whom,  together  with  the  said  Sarah  Knapman^  he  ap- 
pointed executor  and  executrix  of  his  will. 

From  the  testator  s  death  until  the  death  of  Henry 
Knapman,  in  July,  1840,  Sarah  Knapman  received  the 
rents  of  part  of  the  hereditaments,  but  not  to  a  sufficient 
amount  to  satisfy  her  jointure  during  those  years,  and  con- 
siderable arrears  were  due  to  her  in  respect  thereof  at  the 
time  of  her  death  in  March,  1852.  Sarah  Knapman  died 
intestate,  and  John  Loosemore  became  her  legal  personal 
representative,  and  also  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  &c. 
with  the  will  annexed  of  WiUiam  Knapman,  her  deceased 
husband.  John  Loosemore  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement  of  1833,  and  against  Mary 
Knapman,  who,  as  devisee  of  all  the  real  estate  of  Henry 
Knapman,  was  beneficially  entitled  to  the  hereditaments 
and  premises  comprised  in  the  settlement,  subject  to  the 
jointure,  insisting  that  these  hereditaments  were  primarily 
liable  to  the  jointure,  and  praying  for  an  account,  and  that 
Mary  Knapman  might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff 
what  should  be  found  due,  upon  taking  such  account,  in 
respect  of  the  jointure. 


Argument,  Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  JElm7i,  for  the  Plaintiff. — 
The  jointure  is  primarily  charged  on  the  real  estate. 
The  rule  is  without  exception,  that  where  the  real  estate 
is  charged  with  the  payment  of  a  gross  annual  sum,  and 
the  consideration  for  the  charge  has  not  increased  the  per- 
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soQil  estate  of  the  owner,  the  real  estate  is  the  primary 
find,  whether  there  be  a  coyenaat  by  the  owner  to  pay 
the  aonuity  or  not 

In  Lanay  v.  The  Duke  of  Athol  (a),  Lord  Hardvncke 
ttys,  '^  lliongh  there  is  this  covenant,  it  is  truly  said  by 
the  Defendant's  counsel,  that  the  personal  assets  are  not 
the  original  fiind  charged,  and  in  that  respect  differs  from 
I  mortgage  or  any  other  incumbrance;  for,  there  being  a 
boiTowing  and  a  lending  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage,  the 
real  estate  is  considered  only  as  a  pledge,  and  the  personal 
estate,  which  is  the  natural  fand,  is  liable  in  the  first 
place;  but  this  rule  has  never  been  carried  so  far  as  to  ex- 
tend it  to  a  provision  upon  a  settlement:"'  Lechmere  v. 
Charlton  (6),  Qravea  v.  Hicks  (c). 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  G.  Lake  RimeU,  for  the  De- 
fendants.— ^The  personal  estate  is  primarily  liable  to  this 
annuity.    The  covenant  of  the  settlor  to  pay  the  annuity 
oeated  a  debt  against  his  personal  estate,  and  throws  the 
onus  of  proof  upon  those  who  contend  that  the  personal 
estate  is  not  first  liable.     The  cases  cited  were  principally 
cases  of  portions,  in  which,  of  course,  the  real  estate  is  the 
primary  fund,  because,  from  the  very  nature  ahd  name  of  a 
portion,  it  is  obviously  part  of  the  real  estate  itself,  which 
iscUvided  in  this  manner  among  children;  but  the  same 
consideration  does  not  apply  to  a  jointure.    Lanoy  v.  The 
Jhke  of  Aihol(a)  was  the  only  case  in  which  the  charge 
vas  of  an  annuity,  and  there  the  real  estate  was  limited 
"to  the  use  that"  the  annuitant  should  receive  the  annu- 
ity, and  no  doubt  powers  of  distress  and  entry  were  given, 
so  that  the  annuitant  might  have  gone  to  the  tenants  oc- 
cupying the  land,  and  demanded  the  rents.     But  here  the 
^ital  in  the  deed  is  only  of  an  agreement  to  secure  the 
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jointure  "in  manner  thereinafter  expressed;"  and  that  man- 
ner is,  by  a  demise  to  trustees  for  a  term,  upon  the  trusts 
thereinafter  mentioned,  and  then,  first  of  all,  there  is  a 
covenant  by  the  settlor  for  payment  of  the  jointure  on  cer- 
tain specified  days;  next,  the  primary  trust  of  the  heredit- 
aments is  for  the  settlor,  until  forty  days  after  default  in 
payment  of  the  annuity,  and  then  upon  trusts  for  securing 
the  annuity;  so  that,  not  only  had  the  annuitant  no  legal 
interest  in  the  lands,  but  she  had  positively  none  at  all 
until  forty  days  after  default  in  paying  her  jointure. 


The  reply  was  not  called  for. 


Judgment.       ViCE-ChaKCELLOR  SiR  W.  PaOB  WoOD  : — 

I  think,  although  there  is  a  distinction  to  be  found  ii 
the  cases,  that  I  am  bound  on  principle  to  hold  that  this 
is  a  charge  primarily  on  the  real  estate.  First  of  all. 
there  is  the  decision  of  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Lanoy  v.  Thi 
Luke  of  Athol  {a).  I  believe  there  are  prior  cases,  bul 
that  is  the  leading  case  on  the  subject.  He  says  in  effect 
that,  although  where  there  is  a  covenant  for  payment  thi 
personal  assets  are  first  charged,  this  is  not  extended  U 
provisions  in  a  settlement ;  and  the  ground  must  be  thai 
which  is  pointed  out  in  the  argument  in  Lechmere  v.  Charl 
ton  (6),  that,  in  a  security  of  this  description,  there  is  not 
any  benefit  accruing  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  part] 
who  is  the  debtor,  but  the  whole  arrangement  is  merel] 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  jointure  or  portion;  and  th< 
personalty  not  having  received  any  benefit,  the  true  intem 
is,  that  the  real  and  not  the  personal  estate  should  be  th< 
primary  fund.  That  was  the  ground  of  the  decision  ii 
Graves  v.  Hicks  (c).     In  that  case  there  was  an  agreement 

(a)  2  Atk,  444.  (6)  16  Vea.  19a  (c)  6  Sim.  308. 
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to  secure  a  sum  of  6000Z.  by  way  of  mortgage;  and  the 
Vice-Chancellor  takes  a  distinction  which  is  nice,  but  of 
some  importance,  as  to  what  would  have  been  the  effect 
if  the  wording  there  had  been  different — if  it  had  been 
an  agreement  to  pay  and  not  to  secure  the  6000Z.(a).  The 
use  of  the  word  "pay''  might  have  been  evidence  of  an 
anterior  debt^  as  the  question  was,  whether  it  was  a  debt  at 
the  time  of  the  settlement  That  question  is  asked  here, 
and  the  answer  must  be,  that  no  debt  then  existed.  Then 
the  question  arises, — which  is  the  only  difficulty  occasion- 
ed by  the  peculiarity  of  this  case — whether  the  form  of 
the  settlement  is  such  as  to  indicate  an  intention  that  the 
personal  estate  is  to  be  the  primary  fund;  for  such  an  in- 
tention must  be  expressed  in  the  deed,  if  the  principle  is, 
that,  there  being  no  benefit  to  the  settlor's  personal  estate, 
as  between  his  real  and  personal  representatives  an  inten- 
tion is  not  to  be  prima  facie  imputed  to  him,  of  securing  the 
debt  on  his  personal  estate.  But  the  intention  appears  to 
me  to  be  upon  the  whole  frame  of  the  deed,  to  make  a 
duurge  by  way  of  mortgage  on  real  estate,  as  a  provision  by 
way  of  a  settlement,  which,  as  in  Graves  v.  Hicks  (b),  must 
make  the  real  estate  the  primary  fund,  unless  clear  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary  be  found  in  the  deed.  If  the  deed 
had  contained  a  recital,  that,  "  whereas  on  the  said  mar- 
riage William  Knapman  had  agreed  to  secure  an  annuity 
of*  2002.  by  way  of  mortgage,"  the  case  would  have  been 
identical  with  Graves  v.  Hicks  (6).  That,  however,  is  not 
the  recital,  but  it  recites  an  agreement  to  secure  the  annuity 
"in  manner  hereinafter  expressed."  If  the  settlor  had 
said,  I  intend  to  secure  it  by  way  of  mortgage,  the  deed 
would  have  been  in  this  form : — There  would  have  been  a 
covenant  to  pay  the  annuity,  and  a  term  created  to  secure 
it;  and  the  deed  would  have  contained  a  proviso  that  the 
mortgagor  should  hold  until  default,  which  is  the  common 


1863. 


Judgment 


(a)  See  6  Sim.  403. 


(b)  Id.  398. 


132 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1863. 


JudgtnenL 


fbnn  of  deeds  of  mortgage    No  question  coold  then  han 
arisen.    The  case  would  hare  been  like  Ortmea  r.  Hich  (a). 
But  the  recital  is  merely  that  the  security  is  to  be  mads 
^in  manner  hereinafter  expressed;'"  and  the  form  of  the 
deed  is  this: — ^There  is  first  a  demise  for  a  term,  upon  tlis 
trusts  thereinafter  mentioned;  and  then  there  is  a  oots- 
nant  to  pay  the  jointure  annuity  at  certain  fixed  periods; 
and  then  a  trust  to  allow  the  settlor  to  hold  until  de&ult^ 
and  forty  days  after  default  to  raise  the  money.     It  oc- 
curred to  me,  that  the  Defendants  might  say,  supposing 
the  lady,  or  her  executors,  to  have  sold  brfore  the  forty 
days  had  elapsed,  and  to  have  been  fortunate  enough,  by 
the  effect  of  the  proceeding,  to  hare  recovered  the  an- 
nuity, could  the  executors  urge  that  the  money  was  to  be 
raised  out  of  the  land?    The  answer  to  that  would  be,  that 
the  Court  considers  that  the  essence  of  the  transaction  is 
a  mortgage,  and  the  principle  of  Lanoy  v.  The  Duke  cf 
Athol(b)  would  apply,  namely  that  where  the  personal  es- 
tate takes  no  benefit,  the  election  of  a  third  {utrty  to  sue 
upon  the  covenant  would  not  disturb  the  equities  of  the 
parties;  and  although  the  personalty  was  obliged  to  pay  the 
money  before  actual  default,  yet  the  real  estate,  and  not 
the  personal  estate,  was  the  primary  fund,  out  of  which  it 
should  come.  I  observe  that  the  learned  editor,  in  Ledimere 
V.  Charlton  (c),  has  printed  the  following  part  of  the  aigu- 
ment  in  italics :     "  The  cases  in  which  the  personal  estate  ts 
applicable  in  exoneration  of  the  real  estate,  are  aU  casee 
where  a  pereonai  debt  is  contracted,  by  which  the  personal 
estate  hasbeen  augmented  and  the  real  estate  was  only  pledg- 
ed"  Probably  the  reason  for  doing  so  was,  that  that  part  of 
the  argument  shews  the  principle  upon  which  the  decision 
rested.   I  do  not,  however,  rely  upon  that,  but  upon  the  de- 
cision in  Lamoy  v.  The  Dvke  ofAthol(b)y  and  the  view  which 
the  Vice-Chancellor  tod^  in  asking,  in  OroMes  v.  Hicks  («), 


(a)  6  Sim.  308.  (6)  2  Atk.  444.  {o)  15  y«s.  196. 
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wlieUier  tnj  debt  was  doe  at  the  time?  Asking  the  same 
queBtion  here,  and  it  ^>pearing  that  there  vas  no  debt, 
sndno  aagmentation  of  the  personal  estate,  I  must  hold, 
aoeoiding  to  the  authorities,  that  the  transaction  is  to  be 
regarded  as  a  security  made  by  the  settlor  upon  his  mar- 
riige,  in  which,  his  personal  estate  taking  no  benefit,  the 
WU8  is  thrown  upon  those  who  wish  to  make  it  liable  to 
di€w  flCMne  reason  for  doing  so. 
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hr  THi  Mattbb  op  THE  TRUSTS  or  the  WILL  of  JOHN    JSov,  5th  cfe 
COLSON;  ^^•^^• 

bTHB  Matteb  of  the  trustee  RELIEF  ACT,  10  & 
11  Vict.  c.  96. 

John  COLSON,  by  his  wlll,  dated  the  8th  of  Novem-  h-j//_ 
ber,  1817,  appointed  Wilson  Dormer,  Wiaiam  Lampard,  En^^^oY 
John  KiUoWy  and  Oeorge  DosweU,  executors  and  trustees  Hepairing  Fund 
thereof;  and  he  thereby  bequeathed  the  sum  of  2000Z.  52.  barring  the 
per  cent  Bank  Annuities,  if  he  should  have  such  stock  at  ^afj^  '^ 
tie  time  of  his  death,  and,  if  not,  then  such  stock  to  be   ,     , 

A  testator  be- 
queathed a  sum 
of  stock  to  trus- 
^  vpon  tnut,  daring  tixty  yean  from  his  death,  if  the  law  should  allow,  or,  if  not,  then  during  the 
Htcs  of  his  two  sons  and  of  the  surrivor,  and  twenty-one  years  after  his  deatJi,  to  lay  out  the  divi- 
Mi  in  repairing  and  insuring  the  houses,  &c.  on  his  farms,  called  H,  and  S,  (it  being  his  desire, 
that,  upon  no  account,  should  the  timber  of  such  ferms  be  cut  down  during  the  said  term  of  sixty  years, 
9ft  pun  that  the  person  so  cutting  such  timber  should  lose  all  interest  in  the  said  estates,  as  if  he 
^nn  dead),  and  upon  trust  to  pay  the  surplus,  if  any,  of  the  said  dividends  equally  among  the  per- 
isos  hr  the  time  being  in  possession  of  the  estates  under  his  will,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said 
tittt;  and  immediately  iJter  the  expiration  thereof,  to  transfer  one  moiety  of  the  said  stock  to  the 
penon  then  in  possession  of  the  H.  &rm,  such  person  being  one  of  his  sons,  or  a  descendant  of  a 
ini;  but  if  not,  then  to  the  descendants  of  the  testator's  brothers  and  sisters,  and  to  pay  the  other  moi- 
ety in  like  manner  to  the  person  in  possession  of  the  S.  &rm.  And  the  testator  derised  the  H. 
wm  to  the  same  trustees,  in  fee,  upon  trust  for  his  son  John,  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so 
kng  Ut«,  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with  divers  remainders  over.  And 
flte  testator  devised  the  S,  &rm  in  like  manner  for  the  benefit  of  his  son  James  and  his  issue.  Join 
Hid  JameB^  and  their  eldest  sons,  barred  the  entail  in  remainder  in  the  said  fiums  and  re-settled 
the  same^  and,  the  stock  having  been  transferred  into  Court  under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  petitioned 
fcr  the  payment  out  of  the  fund  to  them : — Held,  that,  the  fund  being  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the 
•lii  and  their  issue,  the  period  for  the  ei^joyment  of  the  otpital  had  been  accelerated  by  barring 
the  entail,  wbicb  had  determined  the  restriction  against  cutting  down  timber. 
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purchased  out  of  his  personal  estate,  unto  the  said  trustees 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust 
yearly  and  every  year,  for  the  term  of  sixty  years,  to  com 
mence  and  be  computed  from  the  day  of  his  death,  if  thi 
rules  of  law  would  so  far  permit,  but  if  not,  then  dui 
ing  the  lives  of  his  two  sons  thereinafter  named,  and  th 
life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  period  of  twenty-on 
years  from  the  death  of  such  survivor,  to  pay,  lay  out,  an( 
expend  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce  aris 
ing  therefrom,  or  such  part  thereof  as  might  be  requisit 
and  necessary,  in  and  towards  keeping  the  dwelling 
houses,  buildings,  gates,  and  fences  of  his  freehold  ^tatc 
called  Hall  CouH  Farm^  and  his  copyhold  estates,  calle< 
Stredfidd  Farm  and  Row  Ash  Farm,  in  the  parish  o 
Droxfordy  in  the  county  of  Soutiiampton,  in  good  and  sub 
stantial  repair,  and  in  insuring  the  same  dwelling-house 
and  buildings  respectively  against  fire;  it  being  his  wil 
and  desire,  and  he  thereby  directed,  that  upon  no  accoun 
or  pretence  whatever  the  timber  or  trees  standing  o 
growing  upon  the  said  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  shouli 
be  cut  during  the  said  term  of  sixty  years  by  the  persoi 
or  persons  who,  for  the  time  being,  would  be  entitled  t< 
the  said  estate,  on  pain  that  the  person  or  persons  wh< 
should  cut  such  timber  or  any  part  thereof,  or  cause  th< 
same  or  any  part  thereof  to  be  cut,  should  thereby  lose  al 
interest,  benefit,  and  advantage  in  his  estate  and  estates 
as  if  he  or  they  were  from  that  time  dead.  And  upon  thi 
further  trust,  that  the  said  trustees  or  the  survivor  o 
them,  his  executors  and  administrators,  should,  after  keep 
ing  the  said  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  in  perfect  re 
pair  as  aforesaid,  pay  and  apply  the  surplus  (if  any)  of  th< 
interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce  of  the  said  sun 
of  20002.  51  per  cent  Bank  Annuities  unto  and  equallj 
between  the  persons  who  for  the  time  being  and  wh( 
from  time  to  time  should  be  in  possession  of  the  said  free 
hold  and  copyhold  estates  under  and  by  virtue  of  that  hii 
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vill,  during  the  continuance  of  the  trust  aforesaid;  and 
from  and  immediately  after  the  expiration  thereof,  upon 
trust  to  pay,  assign,  transfer,  and  set  over  one  moiety  of 
the  said  sum  of  20002. 52.  per  cent  Bank  Annuities,  unto  the 
person  who  should  then  be  in  possession  of  the  said  free- 
hold estate,  called  " HdU  Court  Farm"  or  the  rents  and 
profits  thereof,  under  and  by  virtue  of  that  his  will,  pro- 
fided  such  person  should  be  one  of  his  said  sons,  or  a  de- 
scendant of  either  of  his  said  sons.  But  in  case  such 
person,  who  should  then  be  in  possession  as  aforesaid, 
should  not  be  one  of  his  said  sons,  or  a  descendant  of 
tither  of  his  said  sons,  then  to  pay,  assign,  transfer,  and 
set  over  the  same  moiety  unto  and  equally  between  the 
descendants  of  his  brothers  and  sisters  then  living,  per  ca- 
pita and  not  per  stirpes,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
them,  share  and  share  alike.  And  upon  further  trust  to 
pay,  assign,  transfer,  and  set  over  the  other  or  remaining 
iDoiety  of  the  said  sum  of  2000Z.  52.  per  cent.  Bank  Annui- 
ties, unto  the  person  who  should  then  be  in  possession  of 
the  said  copyhold  estates  called  "Stredjield"  and  '^Row  Ash 
Farm/'  or  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  under  and  by  vir- 
tue of  that  his  will,  provided  such  person  should  be  one 
of  his  said  sons,  or  a  descendant  of  either  of  his  said  sons; 
but  in  case  such  person,  who  should  then  be  in  possession 
as  aforesaid,  should  not  be  one  of  his  said  sons,  or  a  de- 
•  soendant  of  either  of  his  said  sons,  then  to  pay,  assign, 
transfer,  and  set  over  the  same  moiety  unto  and  equally 
between  the  descendants  of  his,  the  testator's,  brothers  and 
sisters  then  living,  per  capita  and  not  per  stirpes,  to  be 
equally  divided,  share  and  share  alike.  And  the  said  tes- 
tator thereby  devised  all  his  freehold  messuage,  tenement, 
orfimn-hoase,  lands,  hereditaments,  and  estate,  situate  in 
the  said  parish  of  Droxford,  called  ^^HaU  Court  Farm"  to 
the  said  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  his  son  John 
CoUon^  (hereinafter  called  John  Colson  the  father,)  for  the 
term  of  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  without 
VOL.  L  L  B.  K.  w. 
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power  either  to  cut  timber  or  to  do  or  commit  any  maimor 
of  waste  whatsoever,  but  with  full  impeachment  of  waste; 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  said  trustees  and  their 
heirs,  during  the  life  of  the  said  John  OoUon  the  father, 
upon  trust  to  preserve  contingent  remainders;  with  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  the  first  and  every  other  son  of  the 
body  of  the  said  John  CoUon  the  father,  suocessiyely,  ac- 
cording to  seniority,  in  tail;  with  remainder  to  the  use  ol 
the  daughters  of  the  said  John  Colson  the  father,  as  tan- 
ants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders  amongst 
them  in  tail;  with  divers  remainders  over.  And  the 
said  testator  thereby  also  devised  all  his  copyhold  farm- 
house, lands,  and  hereditaments,  called  StredfiM  Farn^ 
situate  in  the  said  parish,  to  the  said  trustees  and  theii 
heirs,  to  the  use  of  his  son  James  Colson,  without  powei 
either  to  cut  timber  or  to  do  or  commit  any  manner  oi 
waste  whatsoever,  but  with  ftdl  impeachment  of  waste; 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  every  othei 
son  of  the  said  James  Colson,  successively,  in  order  <^ 
seniority,  in  tail;  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  dauj^- 
ters  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders 
amongst  them  in  tail;  with  divers  remainders  over.'' 


The  testator  died  on  the  21st  of  January,  1830;  andih^ 
will  was,  on  the  6th  of  May,  1830,  proved  by  the  four  es^' 
ecutors. 


The  testator,  at  the  date  of  his  will  and  at  his  decease 
was  seised  of  the  HaU  Court  Farm  for  an  estate  in  fei 
simple,  and  of  the  Stredfidd  Farm  for  an  absolute  custo 
mary  estate  of  inheritance,  and  was  at  his  death  possesses 
of  the  Row  Ash  Farm  for  the  residue  of  a  term  of  100( 
years  from  the  8th  of  January,  J  778. 

The  5/.  per  cent.  Annuities,  bequeathed  by  the  said  wiU 
were,  during  the  said  testator's  life,  converted  into  4i.  pei 
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eent  AmniitieB,  with  the  addition  of  a  bonus  of  51  per 
cent;  and  a  sum  of  21001 42.  per  cent.  Annuities,  which  had 
sinoe  been  conTerted  into  3Z.  5^.  per  cent  Annuities,  was 
tcooidingly  appropriated  and  set  apart  to  answer  the  said 
legacy  of  20002.  5L  per  cent.  Annuities. 

Byan  indenture^  dulyinroUed  in  Chancery,  and  dated  the 
Ikh  of  April,  1849,  John  CoUon  the  father  and  John  Colson 
\bb  eldest  son,  disentailed  the  HaU  Court  Farm^  and  con- 
iQjed  it  to  the  use  of  such  person  and  for  such  estates  as 
die  said  John  CoUan  the  father  and  John  Oolson  the  son 
tj  any  deed  or  deeds  should  direct,  limit,  or  appoint;  and 
in  default  thereof,  and  subject  thereto,  to  the  former  uses 
to  which  the  said  premises  were  previously  subject  And 
\ff  another  indenture  of  even  date,  the  said  HaU  Court 
JW  was  settled  to  the  use  that  John  Colson  the  son 
ihoald  receive  a  yearly  rent-charge  of  1 002.  out  of  the  said 
estates;  and  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of  certain  trus- 
tees for  500  years,  to  secure  the  same ;  with  remainder  to 
Mft  Oclmm  the  father  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees 
to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  John 
Cbbon  the  son  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to 
preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  his 
bst  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  divers  remainders 
over. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  24th  of  July,  1830,  John 
dokon  the  father  assigned  unto  the  said  John  Colson  the 
son,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  the  es- 
tate, interest,  claim,  and  demand  of  him  the  said  John 
Cofeon  the  father  in  the  said  sum  of  21002.,  32.  5s,  per  cent 
Annnities,  and  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce 
tkereof. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  29th  of  March,  1849,  and  duly 
^lled  in  Chancery,  the  said  James  Colson  and  his  eld- 
^  son  James  Henry  Colson  disentailed  the  said  Stredfield 

l2 


1853. 

In  rs 

C0L80N*8 

Trusts. 
Statement 


138 


1863. 
In  re 

Ck)L80N*8 

Trusth. 
Statement 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Farm^  and  settled  it  with  the  appurtenances  to  the  use  of 
the  said  James  Colson  and  his  assigns  daring  his  life,  and 
subject  thereto  to  the  use  of  the  said  James  Henry  Coban^ 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever. 

The  executors  of  the  will  of  John  Colson  the  father 
transferred  the  said  sum  of  2100i.,  3/.  6s.  per  cent.  Bank 
Annuities  into  the  name  of  the  Accountant-General,  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  Trustee  Relief  Act    James  Col- 
son, James  Henry  Colson,  and  John  Colson  the  son  now 
petitioned  that  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  petitioners, 
and  of  all  other  parties,  if  any,  interested  in  the  said  sum  of 
2100Z.  Bank  32.  5^.  per  cent  Annuities,  and  the  dividends 
thereof,  might  be  ascertained  and  declared ;  and  that,  in  case 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  John  Colson  the  son 
was  entitled  to  the  corpus  of  one  moiety  thereof,  the  same 
might  be  transferred  to  him;  but  in  case  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  John  Colson  the  son  was  entitled  only 
to  the  dividends  thereof,  that  he  might  be  let  into  the 
receipt  of  the  dividends  of  the  last-mentioned  moiety- 
thereof ;  and,  in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
James  Colson  and  James  Henry  Colson  were  entitled  to 
the  other  moiety  thereof,  that  the  same  might  be  trans- 
ferred to  them,  or  as  they  might  direct;  but,  in  case  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  James  Colson  was  enti- 
tled only  to  the  dividends  thereof  for  his  life,  that  he 
might  be  let  into  the  receipt  of  the  dividends  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  moiety. 


Argumnt,  Mr.  Bogshawe,  sen.,  and  Mr.  Piatt  for  the  petition. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  referred  to  Lord  Barrington  v. 
Liddell  (a),  where  an  accumulation  was  directed  for  a  cer- 
tain time,  and  then  a  distribution  after  that  time,  and  one 


(a)  2  De  a.,  Mac.,  &  G.  480. 
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Question  was^  whether  a  division  could  be  made  immedi- 
itely  that  the  law  stopped  the  accumulation;  and  Lord 
8L  iMnards  held,  that  the  time  for  division  was  not  ac- 
celerated. Here,  the  intention  to  prevent  cutting  the 
timber  had  been  frustrated  by  barring  the  entail;  and  the 
question  was,  whether  the  time  for  the  enjoyment  of  the 
fimd  could  be  thereby  accelerated.] 
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Hr.  Oiffard  for  some  of  the  respondents. 

Mr.  Keene  for  brothers  and  sisters,  and  descendants  of 
brothers  and  sisters,  of  the  testator;  and 

Th.Bagshawe,  jun.,  for  the  executors  and  trustees  of  the 
irilL 

The  Yics-Chakobllor  reserved  his  judgment 


VicB<;iHAircELLOB  SiR  W.  Pagb  Wood: — 

*  The  substantial  question  in  this  case  is,  what  is  to  be 
done  with  reference  to  a  sum  which  was  originally  20002. 
H.per  cent  Bank  Annuities,  and  which  is  now  repre- 
sented by  a  sum  of  21002.,  S\l,  per  cent.  Annuities,  and 
vhich  sum  was  diposed  of  by  the  testator  in  this  manner: 
He  vested  it  in  trustees,  and  directed  them  to  pay  the  in- 
terest thereof,  for  sixty  years  from  his  death,  or,  if  the  law 
vonld  not  allow  that,  then  during  the  lives  of  his  two 
sons  and  of  the  survivor,  and  for  a  further  period  of 
twenty-one  years,  or  to  expend  the  same  in  keeping  in  re- 
Pwr  the  Hall  Court  Farm,  and  also  the  Stredfield  and  Row- 
Ash  Farm;  and  the  testator  then  proceeded  to  direct,  that, 
on  no  account,  should  the  timber  or  trees  growing  on  those 
estates  be  cut  down  during  the  term,  under  the  penalty 
that  the  person  so  cutting  down  the  trees  should  lose 
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i<^5X  aS  intercsc  in  die  estafies:  md  duu  dbe  ttiiilor  diiectod 
that  die  surplus  of  ndi  imeneai  AoridbepeM  to  the  per- 
aons  who  ^loold.  finr  xhe  time  bdoi)^  be  m  posKsioa  rf 
diese  escases  under  die  derise  in  Ids  win,  dvring  tlie  eon- 
dnnance  of  die  cmac:  and,  after  die  ezpizsdon  thereof  lie 
directed  die  tmstees  to  pay  over  die  capital  sas,  <melialf 
to  the  person  then  in  poflseanon  aitlMt  HmB  CdmH  Farm^ 
provided  that  aach  person  were  one  of  his  aima  or  a  de- 
scendant of  one  of  his  son&  and  if  oet^  then  lie  ga^e  it 
over;  and  then  the  testator  proceeded  to  gire  the  odier 
moietjof  the  fiind  to  the  person  in  poflsenoa  of  Ae  odicr 
fiinn.  in  like  manner:  and  the  testatmr  dicn  gaTe  die 
HaU  Court  Farm  to  the  nse  of  one  son  fw  ninetj-nine 
years,  if  he  shonid  so  long  live:  with  reoBainders  orer  in 
settlement:  and  he  gare  the  other  fiinn  to  another  bob 
in  like  manner.  The  resolt  has  been,  that  the  personsen- 
tided  to  the  primarr  estates  have  joined  wxdi  the  remain- 
dermen in  barring  the  entail  in  both  the  estates^  hy  dis- 
entailing deeds:  and  they  are  now  in  possession  of  the 
whole  as  owners  for  life*  with  remainders  in  fee  simple; 
and  the  quesdon  is.  what  is  to  be  done  widi  this  sum  of 
stock  nnder  these  drcnmstancesL  Looking  at  the  whole 
scope  of  the  wilL  it  is  clear  that  the  intoidon  was»  that 
this  sum  was  to  be  entirely  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  estates,  though  to  be  conadered  also  in  a 
certain  manner  for  the  benefit  of  the  property,  and  to  pre- 
Tent  the  timber  being  cut  down:  and  then  the  first  trust 
of  the  capital  is  for  the  parties  in  possession^  being  sons  or 
descendants  of  the  testator.  The  sons  and  their  issue  haye 
made  themselTes  the  absolute  owners  of  the  property,  and 
are  now  in  possession.  They  were  entitled  to  the  full  bene- 
fit of  the  fund,  either  in  the  shape  of  repairs  or  of  income; 
and  afterwards^  at  a  given  period,  if  that  time  could  not  be 
accelerated,  or  immediately,  if  it  could,  they  were  entided 
to  the  capital  absolutely.  Then  the  question  is  reduced 
to  this: — ^This  trust  may  be  said  to  hare  expired,  because 
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Ae  fhipr  ag  to  Bot  catdog  Sown  timber  hjis  been  defeated  1S53. 
W  WnxK  the  entoiL  but  tbe  title  c^the  perwos  to  the 
attte  if  ftSBL  mdet  d>e  will  of  the  testJOor :  and  therefete 
Ae  peesQKt  m  posataJon  aze  reallT  abscJutely  entitled  to 
Ae  fioid,  tfe  flnhr  <iiiesti<m  bdng.  whether  the  enjoy- 
Mit  is  to  be  pofelpcined,  thci^e  bdng  no  object  now  in 
it 


Tkt  CMBt  tkea  seems  to  be  like  the  cases  of  iSti«iMlfrt 
i:  FcHfJcr  (a;  and  Joarf jrn  t.  Jo»eiyn  ^\  whoe  the  sab- 
jeet  w»s  Tested  in  intei^est  and  the  transfer  was  to  be 
■lie  aft  a  tenre  period;  and  the  Conrt  nevertheless  paid 
k  9vct  aft  OBoe,  becaode  thej  ooncdred  that  the  absolute 
■taRit  was  intended  to  be  conferred,  and  therefore  the 
Onrt  ooaM  boc  retain  it  until  the  specified  period.  Her& 
tke  paitieE  get  that  whidi  the  testator  intended.  He  in- 
laded,  that  whoera-  took  the  estates  for  an  absolute  in- 
toot,  siioold  hare  the  fund  as  well;  and  the  law  baring 
cnUed  tlie  parties  to  accelenite  the  absolute  interest  in 
tte  real  estates,  I  think  that  the  enjoyment  of  the  fund 
■■St  be  accelerated  alsa  The  costs  of  all  parties  must 
\  out  of  the  fund. 


(a)  Cr.  &  Ph.  i4LX  (6)  9  Sim.  63. 
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14M. 


POTTS  V.  THE  WARWICK  AND  BIRMINGHAM 
CANAL  NAVIGATION  COMPANY. 


-fJST'"  '^^^  ^'^^  "^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^y  Charles  Pottt,  vU, 

Judgment  Cre- 
ditor— Mort' 
gage. 


by  virtue  of  certain  deeds  poll,  dated  the  29th  of  March, 
J  842,  was  a  mortgagee  of  the  rates,  tolls,  and  dues  arising 
and  payable  by  virtue  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament  of  the 
Warwick  and  Birmingham  Canal  Navigation  Company, 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  such  mortgagees,  against 
the  said  Company,  as  Defendants,  praying  that  an  account 
purchase  lands  ^g^^  ^c  taken  of  what  was  due  to  him  for  principal  and 
for  the  purposes  interest  upon  his  mortgaire  securities  therein  mentioned 
and  also  of  what  was  due  for  principal  and  interest  tosud 
other  mortgagees  of  the  said  rates,  tolls,  and  dues;  and  that 
the  Company  might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  said  Plaintiil 
and  such  other  mortgagees  the  respective  amounts  whid) 
should  be  found  due  to  them  upon  taking  such  account 
and  that  it  might  be  declared  by  the  decree  of  the  Cour 
that  the  Plaintiff  and  such  other  mortscairees  as  aforesav 

persons  what-  •  i    j  . 

soerer  might  na-  were  entitled  to  a  primary  charge  upon  the  rates,  tout 
ngate  upon  t  e  ^^^  ^^^^  arising  and  payable  by  virtue  of  the  said  Acts,  o 
either  of  them,  for  the  amounts  of  the  principal  and  intei 
est  due  and  owing  to  them  respectively  upon  their  afor< 
said  securities,  and  were  entitled  to  have  such  rates,  toll 
and  dues  applied  in  or  towards  payment  of  what  shou 
be  found  due  to  them  upon  taking  such  account ;  and  th 
the  said  rates,  dues,  and  tolls  might  be  applied,  in  su< 
^eM,^n^hIif  manner  as  the  Court  should  direct,  in  payment   of  tl 

of  himself  and 
aU  others,  ob- 
tained the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  Company ^s  rates,  tolls,  and  dues,  who  was  ordered  to  i 
thereout  the  expenses  of  carrying  on  the  Company's  business,  and  then  the  interest  on  the  said  m< 
gages,  and  to  pay  the  balance  into  Court  in  the  cause. 

A  judgment  creditor  of  the  Company  presented  a  petition  in  the  cause  before  the  hearing  pr 
ing  that  he  might  be  at  liberty  to  sue  out  and  execute  a  fi.  fe.  and  elegit  against  the  goods  i 
lands  respectively  of  the  Company  :-//c/rf,  that  he  might  execute  a  fi.  fe.,  but  that  all  he  co 
take  under  the  elegit  would  be  such  right  in  the  lands  as  the  Company  had,  namely,  subject  to 
mortgages  and  to  the  right  of  user  of  the  canal  by  the  public,  and  subject  also  to  the  powers  of  lo 
agement  of  the  Company. 


A  Canal  Com- 
pany was  incor- 
porated by  a 
special  Act  of 
Parliament, 
which  autho- 
rised them  to 
purchase  lands 


of  the  Act,  and 
for  no  other 
purpose,  and 
empowered 
them  to  levy 
tates,  tolls,  and 
dues,  and  to 
borrow  money 
on  mortgage 
thereof;  and 
contained  a  pro- 
vision, that  all 


canal,  upon  pay- 
ment of  the 
tates  and  dues 
thereby  autho- 
rised to  be  tak- 
en. The  Com- 
pany made  se- 
ver^ mortgages 
of  the  rates, 
tolls,  and  dues 
under  the  Act; 
one  of  themort- 
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I  which,  upon  taking  such  account^  should  be  found 
the  said  Plaintiff  and  such  other  mortgagees  as 
I,  but  without  prejudice  nevertheless  to  such  other 


1853. 


Potts 

V, 

_^  ThkW^ailwicic 

}  as  the  Plaintiff  and  such  other  mortgagees  as  and  Birming- 
ham Can^l 

Navigation 
Co. 


i,  or  any  of.them,  might  have  for  recovering  or  en- 
Mtyment  of  the  amounts  so  due  to  them  respective- 
f  if  necessary,  the  said  rates,  tolls,  and  dues  should 
Mr  otherwise  disposed  of  under  the  direction  of  the 
ind  that  the  produce  of  such  sale  or  other  dispo- 
light  be  applied  in  payment  of  what  should  be 
le  to  the  Plaintiff  and  such  other  mortgagees  as 
],  upon  taking  such  account  as  aforesaid;  and  for 
3r  and  injunction. 

order  made  in  the  cause  dated  the  2nd  of  Novem- 
S,  it  was  ordered  that  Kelynge  Oreenway,  one  of 
.bers  of  the  committee  of  management  of  the  affairs 
id  Company,  should  be  appointed  receiver  of  the 
iSy  tolls,  and  dues,  without  salary,  and  without  giv- 
rity ;  and  that,  from  time  to  time,  half-yearly,  on  the 
ICay  and  10th  of  November,  in  each  year,  he  should 
the  Bank,  to  the  credit  of  the  cause,  subject  to  the 
>rder  of  this  Court,  the  balances  remaining  in  his 
iter  payment  of  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of 
:  on  the  business  of  the  said  Defendants,  and  the 
from  time  to  time  to  become  due  on  the  mort- 
3ated  by  the  said  Company  as  in  the  said  bill  men- 
the  amoimt  of  such  costs,  charges,  and  expenses 
rest,  as  well  as  the  balances,  to  be  verified  by  afii- 
And  the  said  receiver  was  not  to  account  other- 
iil  the  further  order  of  the  Court.  And  any  of  the 
were  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Court  as 
lould  be  occasion. 

jcree  had  been  made  in  the  cause. 

h  Gibbins  now  presented  his  petition  in  the  cause, 
m2 


Statement 
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1853.        stating  the  preceding  facts;  and  that,  the  Company  being 
'•~>' — '      indebted  to  the  petitioner  in  350Z.  for  money  lent  by  him 
ff.  to  them  upon  the  security  of  a  promissory  note  of  the  said 

AND  BiRMiN^  Company,  dated  the  31st  of  December,  1846,  upon  which 
Navigation    ^^^^  ^^^  continued  to  pay  interest,  tl^e  petitioner,  on  the 
Co.  22nd  of  October,  1853,  commenced  an  action  in  the  Court 

Statement,  of  Exchequer  against  the  said  Company,  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  said  promissory  note  and  interest;  in  which 
action  judgment  was  signed  on  the  8th  of  November,  1853, 
for  So9L  3&  debt  and  interest,  and  4^  for  costs  of  suit; 
and  on  the  9th  of  November,  1853,  the  judgment  was  du- 
ly registered  to  affect  the  said  estate,  lands,  hereditaments, 
and  premises  of  the  Defendants,  the  said  Company  of  pro* 
prietors. 

The  petition  prayed  that  the  said  Kdynge  Oreenway^ 
the  receiver,  might  be  directed  to  pay  to  the  petitioner  the 
amount  of  his  said  judgment  debt,  with  interest  at  4Z.  per 
cent  from  the  date  of  the  said  judgment,  and  costs,  out  of^ 
any  money  in  his  hands  arising  from  the  said  rates,  tolLv 
and  dues;  or  that  the  petitioner  might  be  at  liberty  to  su^ 
out  execution  at  law  upon  his  said  judgment,  and  levy 
upon  the  goods  and  chattels  of  and  belonging  to  the  said 
Defendants,  and  to  sue  out  and  execute  an  elegit  upon  the 
lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises  belonging  to  the  said 
Defendants. 

The  Company  were  duly  incorporated  by  their  special 
Acts  by  the  name  of  "  The  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the 
Warwick  and  Birmingham  Canal  Navigation,'^  with  per- 
petual succession,  and  a  common  seal;  and  power  was 
given  them  to  levy  rates,  tolls,  and  dues,  as  therein  men- 
tioned, and  to  raise  money  by  mortgaging  such  rates,  tolls, 
and  dues. 


The  special  Act  vested  the  land  required  for  the  canal 
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(thereof  in  tlieCompanT^ ''(or  the  purposes  1553^ 

«Cthe  Atx,  mad  to  and  finr  no  other  use  or  purpose  what-  - 

,                                                                           *^^  Potts 

L  confiezred  upon  the  Company  powers  of  man-  v. 

i  eontained  the  nsoal  clause  giring  to  the  AxoBkuu!^J^ 

fMc  the  11^  of  nsing  the  canal,  in  the  foUowing  5|^^ 

Col 


'And  be  it  farther  enacted,  that  all  persons  whoso- 
mr  dttll  have  free  libertj  to  use,  with  horses^  cattle,  and 
OBoaga,  the  priTate  roads  and  ways  to  be  made  as  afore- 
■id  (eieq^  the  tawing  paths},  for  the  purpose  of  conTey- 
■f  any  goods^  wares,  merdiandisei,  and  commodities  what- 
tteier,  to  or  from  the  said  canal,  and  also  to  navigate 
ipn  the  said  canal  with  any  boats  or  other  ressels,  not 
ttcffdiiig  seren  feet  in  breadth,  and  to  nse  the  said  whar& 
lid  tpays  for  loading  and  unloading  any  goods,  wares,  mer- 
ckndiae,  and  commodities,  and  also  to  nse  the  said  towing 
inks  with  horses  for  haling  and  drawing  such  boats  and 
iwdSy  upon  payment  of  such  rates  or  dues  as  shall  be  de- 
■ttded  by  the  said  Company  of  proprietors,  not  exceeding 
^noes  and  dues  hereinbefore  mentioned.'' 


Ir.  fiott,  Q.  C^  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  jr.  jr.  Jaines,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  JoUife,  for  the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  GIoMf,  Q.  C^  and  Mr.  BaggaUay,  for  the  Company. 

The  Vicb-Cha5Ceij:>or  decided  that  the  judgment  cre- 
^^  vas  at  liberty  to  sue  out  and  execute  a  fi.  fa.  As  to 
^  degit,  hb  Honour  reserved  his  judgment 


Ar^mmiemt. 
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AND  Birming- 
ham Canal 
Navioation 
Ca 

l)ecl4ik. 

Judgment. 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Paqb  Wood: — 

In  this  case,  the  only  point  remaining  to  be  consider 
was,  what  was  the  proper  mode  of  dealing  with  the  petiti 
of  the  judgment  creditor,  with  reference  to  his  right  of  is 
ing  an  elegit  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  receiver  oft 
rates,  tolls,  and  dues,  who  claims  as  a  mortgagee,  has 
right  paramount  to  the  claim  of  the  judgment  creditorti 
der  the  elegit.  On  the  other  hand,  the  receiyer  has  no  iaU 
est  in  the  land  itself;  and  the  elegit  creditor  has  aright 
have  such  possession  of  the  land  as  may  ayail  him,  sabjc 
to  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  receiver  and  collector 
the  rates,  tolls,  and  dues,  and  to  the  provisions  oft' 
Act  of  Parliament  as  to  user  of  the  canal  by  the  pnU 
Mr.  Rolt  argued,  that,  if  the  question  were  against  the  Coi 
pany  alone,  the  elegit  creditor  could  not  be  prevented  fa 
taking  the  land.  I  think,  that,  if  the  mortgagee  were  i 
in  the  way,  the  elegit  creditor  would  be  able  to  take  all  il 
the  debtor  had,  which  was  the  right  of  occupying  the  la 
covered  by  the  canal  of  the  Company,  subject  to  all  the  p 
visions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  which  vested  this  parti 
lar  property  in  the  Company.  But  this  property  was  vea 
in  the  Company  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  as  a  cai 
"  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,"  as  it  is  expressed  in 
Act  itself,  "  and  for  no  other  use  or  purpose  what8oev< 
The  Company  could  no  more  convert  the  land  to  any  ot 
purpose — into  a  garden  for  example — than  the  owner 
high  road  could  alter  its  nature.  The  Company  take 
land  under  their  Act,  with  an  express  direction  in 
Act,  that  the  canal  shall  be  open  to  the  public  al^ 
on  payment  of  the  rates  and  dues  provided  by  the  j 
and  the  elegit  creditor,  if  he  takes  it,  must  hold  il 
the  same  manner.  Another  point  worthy  of  observa 
is  this:  according  to  Russell  v.  The  East  Aiiglian  Rail 
Company  (a),  and  other  cases,  there  is  a  great  ques 
whether  the  judgment  creditor,  supposing  he  took  pog 


(a)  3  Mac  &  G.  104. 
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don,  could  exercise  any  of  the  powers  which  are  vested  in 
tbe  Company,  with  reference  to  the  mansigement  and  con- 
.  tiol  of  the  canal;  even  if  there  were  no  mortgagee  in  the 


1853. 


Navigation 
Co. 

Judgment, 


Potts 

-  i»y,  the  powers  of  the  Company  would  probably  remain,  ^^j,  birming- 
ttd  only  the  possession  of  the  land  would  be  obtained  by  "^^  ^^''^^ 
fte  judgment  creditor;  and  therefore  this  Court,  or  rather 
iConrt  of  law,  if  there  were  no  mortgagee,  could  only  give 
tkeland  to  him,  subject  to  all  the  rights  of  the  public  to 
m  the  canal,  and  subject  to  the  powers  of  the  Company, 
nen,  as  to  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee,  the  Company 
\tkit  made  a  mortgage  to  him  of  the  rates,  tolls,  and  dues. 
Ikoe  are  earned  by  the  user  of  the  canal  by  the  public, 
leoording  to  their  right  of  user  under  the  Act  The  re- 
eeiTor  has  acquired  the  right  to  these  rates,  tolls,  and  dues, 
vdqect  to  such  user  and  to  the  powers  of  the  Company. 

It  is  somewhat  difficult  to  frame  an  order,  directing  that 
die  degit  creditor  shall  take  only  in  a  qualified  manner. 
Ik  order  must  be,  that  the  judgment  creditor  be  at  liberty 
to  usae  an  elegit  on  his  judgment,  the  order  to  be  without 
pj^jndice  to  the  rights  of  the  receiver  appointed  by  the 
mortgagee,  or  any  other  receiver  who  may  be  appointed 
by  him,  with  liberty  for  the  mortgagee  to  apply.     The 
costs  of  the  petitioner  must  be  added  to  his  judgment 
debt,  and  the  PlaintiflF's  costs  must  be  added  to  his  mort- 
gage; as  to  the  Company,  they  cannot  ask  costs  against 
their  creditor. 
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Dae  \m.  ROBERTS  v.  EBERHARDT. 

Mining  Paru  XhE  PlaintiflF  and  Defendant  had  been,  since  1840, 
Receiver—  ing  on  the  business  of  solicitors,  in  partnership,  under  t 
^^p{^r'  firm  of  Roberts  &  Merhardt,  the  PlaintiflF  receiving  fi^ 
Wheretenante  ^^g^*'^^'  ^^^  *^^  Defendant  thrce-eighths  of  the  profi 
in  common  of  a   The  PlaintiflF  alleged,  that  this  partnership  was  in  cc 

mine  have  been      .  .  ^  .  i  •      i     .  r  •         ii» 

working  it  in  tinuation  of  a  previous  partnership  between  nimseli  a 
l^ere  ^^e  mine  ^  gentleman  named  Crompton,  which  was  conducted  unc 
itself  i»  ^e  written  articles  of  partnership,  by  which  it  was,  amon| 
property,  the      Other  things,  provided,  that  the  said  partnership  shoi 

Court  win  not  ^.  >•        .  .  ^  ,r 

appoint  a  re-  continuo  for  twenty-one  years  from  the  commencemei 
■w^S^el^  but  no  written  articles  of  partnership  were  entered  ii 
•tanceofoneof  either  on  the  original  admission  of  the  Defendant  as 

the  partners,  in  ,  /.  -.r      -rv 

a  suit  which       partner,  or  on  the  retirement  of  Mr.  Cromptoru 

does  not  seek 

to  dissolve  the  .   .  ,  , 

partnership.  In  1845  the  PlaintiflF  and  Defendant  joined  in  porchi 

Nor,  even  in    \j^„  one-fourth  share  in  a  colliery,  called  the  Tipton  C 

a  suit  to  dissolve     ^°  "^  ... 

the  partnership,  licry,  and  the  same  was  conveyed  to  them  in  moieties 

will  the  Court      ^  ^     . 

appoint  a  re-      tenants  in  common. 

ceiver  on  an 
interlocutory 

application.  The  PlaintiflF  and  Defendant  advanced  from  time 

merely  upon  .  n     ^     •      i  i  •      i       • 

evidence  that  time  money  out  oi   their  law  partnership  business,  ] 

no*  co^Mate^  capital  and  other  expenditure  in  carrying  on  this  colliery 

"*  ^t  fT*r  ''^^P^^*'  ^^  ^^^^^  shares  therein,  and  they  subsequently  pi 

siness;  but  to  chased  the  other  three-fourths  of  the  said  Tipton  Collie: 

sustain  such  an     .  i  •   ^*  i  --i        11 

application  it  ^  equal  moicties;  and  a  considerable  amount  was  s 

Safone^t^  vauccd  in  respect  of  instalments  of  the  purchase-moni 

ner  has  inter-  and  for  carrying  on  the  colliery,  out  of  the  monies  of  t 

prevent  the  bu-  law  partnership.     The  PlaintiflF  alleged,   that  the   si 

cMri^^™^  colliery  had  since  been  worked  by  the  PlaintiflF  and  I 

A  managing  feudaut,  as  partners,  in  equal  moieties,  under  the  firm 

partner  of  a 
mine  has  autho- 
rity to  defray  all  the  necessary  and  proper  expenses  incidental  to  the  beneficial  working  of  the  m 
out  of  the  joint  profits  derived  firom  the  sale  of  the  minerals. 
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**  Roberts  &  Eberhardt;"  and  that  the  accounts  between  the 
coUieiy  and  law  partnerships  had  never  been  adjusted. 

The  law  business  of  the  said  copartnership  and  part  of 
die  business  of  the  colliery  were  conducted  in  offices  at 
SkiwMdge.  Both  partnerships  were  for  some  time  con- 
ducted chiefly  by  the  Defendant,  but  the  Plaintiff  had  of  late 
taken  the  sole  management  of  the  colliery.  On  the  17th 
of  Noyember,  1853,  the  Defendant  told  the  Plaintiff  that  hcf 
dioold  determine  the  law  partnership,  and  close  the  office; 
ind  immediately  afterwards  he  served  the  Plaintiff  with  no- 
tice of  a  dissolution  of  the  copartnership  of  solicitors  be- 
tween himself  and  the  Plaintiff,  and  requested  the  Plaintiff 
to  sign  the  same,  which  the  Plaintiff  refused  to  do. 

The  Plaintiff  now  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit,  stating 
the  above-mentioned  facts,  and  that  the  Defendant  re- 
vised to  communicate  with  the  Plaintiff  concerning  pend- 
^<>g  matters  of  business;  and  alleging,  that  the  Defendant 
l^ad  in  November  last  received  a  sum  of  1200Z.  for  coals  got 
fi^m  the  Tipton  Colliery,  and  instead  of  paying  that  sum 
^o  the  banking  account  of  the  said  colliery,  had  paid  part 
'to  the  account  of  the  law  partnership,  and  had  retained 
2€0l  thereof  himself;  and  the  bill  alleged,  that  the  Tipton 
Colliery  was  situated  in  a  district,  the  position  of  which 
*^t  the  present  time,  with  reference  to  water,  was  such, 
that  in  order  effectually  to  drain  the  mines  of  the  district, 
*nd  work  the  same  to  the  utmost  advantage,  there  would 
^  required  a  combined  action  by  the  proprietors  of  the 
several  mines;  and  the  owners  of  each  mine  would  in  the 
Meetings  and  arrangements  necessary  for  the  purpose  be- 
tween the  proprietors  of  the  several  mines,  have  to  assume 
^teir  own  position,  and  act  with  reference  to  their  own 
^terests,  in  connexion  with  those  of  other  mine  owners ; 
^d  it  would  be  impossible  for  disunited  owners,  in  the 
P^ition  in  wliich  the  Defendant  hud  placed  himself  to- 
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wards  the  Plaintiff,  to  assume  their  proper  position  in  sue 
meetings  and  arrangement& 

The  26th  paragraph  of  the  bill  was  as  follows:  "Coi 
siderable  inconvenience  has  arisen  in  the  ordinary  worl 
ing  of  the  mine;  and,  in  consequence  of  the  conduct  of  tl 
Defendant  towards  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  dissension  whic 
the  Defendant  has  caused,  many  of  the  workmen  hai 
ceased  to  work,  and  in  consequence  all  the  pits  have  oea 
ed  to  be  worked.  The  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  have  di 
agreed  as  to  the  price  to  be  charged  for  coal,  and  ha^ 
given  contrary  directions  on  the  subject  The  Defendai 
has  also  countermanded  orders  given  by  the  Plaintiff 
the  clerk  to  seek  general  customers  for  the  coal,  the  D 
fendant  insisting  that  they  should  be  supplied  only 
certain  furnaces.  The  Defendant  has  also  ordered,  thi 
contrary  to  the  usual  course,  the  prices  shall  not  be  i 
serted  in  the  daily  tickets  of  the  coal  supplied  to  certa 
furnaces.  Inconveniences  have  also  arisen  as  to  the  a 
pointment  and  conduct  of  the  partnership  clerks  and  s( 
vants,  and  as  to  the  general  management  of  the  works^ 
consequence  of  the  course  taken  by  the  Defendant,  ai 
the  position  of  hostility  to  the  Plaintiff  which  he  h 
assumed.  Among  other  instances,  the  Defendant  has  pi 
vented  the  carrying  out  of  an  arrangement,  by  which,  < 
a  change  of  butties  or  persons  working  the  pits,  the  sto 
of  the  out-going  butty  was  to  be  taken  by  the  in-comi; 
butty  at  a  valuation,  so  that  the  pits  might  be  kept  goii 
The  Defendant  also  refused  to  concur  in  proceedin 
against  the  out-going  butty  for  misconduct  in  working  t 
said  colliery.  In  fact,  the  said  Defendant  has  rendered 
impossible  that  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  can  co-open 
together  in  the  working  of  the  said  Tipton  Colliery,  in  su 
a  manner  as  the  same  ought  to  be  worked  and  carried  • 
for  their  mutual  benefit  and  advantage.  In  an  intervi< 
between  the  clerk  of  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  and  the  E 
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fendant,  the  Defendant  expressed  himself  dissatisfied  with 
the  present  management  of  the  said  colliery,  and  stated, 
tbt,  in  his  opinion,  some  person  ought  to  be  appointed  to 
manage  the  same  between  him  and  the  said  Plaintiff/' 
The  27th  paragraph  suggested,  that  some  proper  person 
ooght  to  be  appointed  to  manage  the  said  Tipton  Colliery 
on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  and  to  receive 
ind  pay  the  several  sums  of  money  receivable  and  pay- 
able in  respect  thereof 
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The  bill  prayed,  amongst  other  things,  that  an  account 
mi(^t  be  taken  of  all  dealings  and  transactions  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  and  of  all  monies  received  and 
paid  by  them  respectively,  both  in  and  about  the  said 
pirtnership  of  solicitors  and  attorneys,  and  also  in  and 
about  the  said  partnership  in  the  said  colliery,  and  in  cer- 
tain oUier  businesses  which  they  had  carried  on  together; 
ind  that  what  should  be  found  due  from  the  said  Defend- 
int  on  taking  such  accounts  might  be  paid  by  him  to 
Ae  Plaintiff.  And  that  some  proper  person  might  be 
appointed  in  like  manner  to  manage  the  said  Tipton  Col- 
liery on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  and  to  re- 
ceive and  pay  all  such  monies  as  should  be  receivable  and 
Payable  in  respect  thereof 

The  bill  did  not  pray  for  a  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship in  the  colliery. 

The  Plaintiff  now  moved  for  a  receiver,  according  to 
the  prayer,  supporting  by  his  own  affidavit  the  statements 
ia  the  bill. 


From  the  affidavits  filed  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant, 
^t  appeared  that  the  Tipton  Colliery  estate  consisted  of  a 
^^ace  estate  as  well  as  mines;  and  the  Defendant's  affi- 
^vit  stated  that  the  colliery  was  not  worked  by  the  Plain- 
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tiff  and  Defendant  as  a  partnership,  ''but  as  the  owners  of 
two  moieties  of  an  estate  jointly  working  the  same  toge- 
ther." The  Defendant  admitted,  that,  in  consequence  of 
the  fluctuations  in  price,  he  had,  about  the  middle  of  the 
year,  directed  the  omission  of  the  price  in  the  tickets;  but 
he  denied  that  any  of  his  conduct  had  in  any  way  inter- 
fered with  the  management  of  the  colliery;  on  the  con- 
trary, he  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  had,  since  the  autumn  of 
1852,  had  the  entire  management,  and  had  dismissed  and 
appointed  servants  without  the  Defendant's  interference ; 
and  the  Defendant  stated,  that,  though  he  had  expressed 
an  opinion  that  it  would  be  well  if  they  could  have  some 
substantial  person  who  could  draw  cheques,  and  be  more 
entrusted  than  their  present  clerk,  he  never  contemplated 
the  appointment  of  a  manager  by  the  Court;  but  he  stat* 
ed,  that  he  was  most  desirous  that  the  colliery  should  be 
kept  working,  and  the  water  kept  down;  and  he  stated 
that  it  would  be  highly  injurious  if  the  colliery  were  placed 
under  management  which  he  and  the  Plaintiff  could  not 
control 


The  Plaintiff  filed  affidavits  in  reply,  supporting  the 
case  made  by  the  bill,  and  stating,  that,  since  he  had  as* 
sumed  the  management  of  the  colliery,  the  Defendant  had 
evinced  ''dissatisfaction  and  want  of  co-operation  and 
confidence,"  which  had  produced  a  spirit  of  disaffection 
on  the  part  of  the  workmen  towards  the  Plaintiff;  that 
the  Defendant  would  not  co-operate  in  the  erection  of  a 
steam-engine,  and  that  he  had  taken  the  part  of  the  but- 
ties in  a  claim  made  against  them  by  the  Plaintiff  for 
damages  for  the  stoppage  of  two  of  the  pits.  There  were 
also  affidavits  by  two  clerks  of  the  colliery,  to  the  effect 
that  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  frequently  gave  contrary 
orders  respecting  the  management  of  the  works. 


Ebbrhardt. 
Argument, 
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¥r.  Bacon,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  the  motion.—        186a 
In  Ftreiay  v.  Wig}Uw%ck(a),  six  persons  took  a  lease  of      robbrth 
iidnes  and  of  the  surface,  and  worked  the  mines  and 
occupied  the  surface  in  partnership,  dividing  the  profits 
equally;  and  a  bill  was  sustained  for  a  sale  of  the  pro- 
perty, and  an  account;  Sir  John  Leach  admitting,  in  his 
judgment,  that  a  mining  concern  difi^ered  from  a  com- 
mon partnership,  but  saying  that  it  had  never  been  de- 
cided, whether,  if  persons  previously  entitled  as  tenants 
in  common  were  to  form  a  mining  concern,  the  general 
principles  of  partnership  would  apply  to  such  a  case.     In 
Jeferya  v.  8fntih(b),  mines  were  worked  in  partnership; 
and  one  of  the  partners  filed  the  bill  in  that  suit  praying 
fw  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership,   an  account,  and 
duit  a  receiver  and  manager  might  be  appointed  in 
tie  meantime.    Lord  Eldon  there  said,  that  the  question 
tas,  whether  mines  had  not  always  been  considered  in 
some  sort  as  a  species  of  trade.     He  observed,  that,  if 
Acre  were  twenty  owners,  and  each  was  to  have  his  own 
*et  of  miners,  it  would  be  impossible  to  continue  working 
the  mine;  and  mentioned  a  case  before  Lord  Hardtuicke^ 
^Uch  he  said  confirmed  him  in  the  idea,  that,  where  there 
*^  part  owners  of  a  mine,  and  they  cannot  by  contract 
^gfee  to  appoint  a  manager,  this  Court  will  manage  it  for 
^lem.    On  a  subsequent  day,  after  having  referred  to  the 
^^^  before  Lord  Hardtuicke,  he  observed,  that,  upon  gene- 
*^  principles,  "  where  persons  are  concerned  in  such  an  in- 
*^^est  in  land  as  a  mining  concern  is,  this  Court  will  ap- 
point a  receiver,  although  they  are  tenants  in  common  of 
H/'  The  case  referred  to  in  the  note  there  is  Story  v.  Lord 
Wtn(fot)r(c),  in  which  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  "  Though  the 
plmtiflTs  is  a  legal  title,  yet  he  is  proper  in  coming  to  this 
^urt,  because  this  is  not  a  title  of  land,  but  of  a  col- 

(a)  1  Russ.  &  M.  45.         {h)  IJ.  &  W.  298.        (c)  2  Atk.  630. 
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liery,  which  is  a  kind  of  trade,  and  therefore  an  accc 
may  be  taken  of  the  profits  here.''  So  in  Wyngai 
Heathcote,  which  is  cited  in  the  argument  in  Bende 
BcUe8(a),  the  parties  were  tenants  in  common  under  a 
tlement  of  lands  and  mines,  and  the  Defendant  wa 
possession,  and  had  the  management  of  the  mines ; 
the  parties  not  agreeing  in  the  management,  the  C< 
granted  a  receiver.  In  BenUey  t.  Boies  (a)  the  parties  i 
tenants  in  common  of  a  mine,  which  they  worked  inp 
nership ;  and  the  bill  prayed  for  an  account,  and  for  the 
pointment  of  a  manager,  but  not  for  a  dissolution ;  and 
Defendant  demurred:  and  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  there  t 
"  In  the  case  of  a  partnership  in  land,  it  seems  to  me 
traordinary  to  pray  for  a  dissolution.  Why  pray  for  H 
solution  in  a  case  where  you  may  dissolve  the  part; 
ship  yourself  by  selling  your  own  share?"  And  he  al 
wards  observed,  that  a  '^  partnership  in  land  has  nol 
the  incidents  of  a  common  mercantile  partnership;'' 
the  demurrer  was  overruled. 


Mr.  Rdt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cairns,  contrk.— This  bill  c 
not  ask  for  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership;  and,  as  I 
Eldon  8Bja,  in  Ooodman  v.  Whitcoinb{b)y  "It  may  I 
question  whether  the  Court  will  not  restrain  a  partne 
he  has  acted  improperly,  from  doing  certain  acts  in  futi 
but,  if  what  he  had  done  does  not  give  the  other  pan 
right  to  have  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  what  ri 
has  the  Court  to  appoint  a  receiver  and  make  itself 
manager  of  every  trade  in  the  kingdom?"  That  was 
a  mining  concern,  it  is  true ;  but  the  only  difieroncc 
that  in  a  mining  concern  a  partnership  is  more  reai 
implied.  When  it  exist^s,  it  must  be  subject  to  the  n 
which  apply  to  all  other  partnerships.  Again,  the  eai 
which  these  parties  have  in  the  mines  is  a  fee  simple.  W 


(a)  4  Y.  &  C,  Exch.,  187. 


(6)  IJ.  &  W.  692. 
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18  to  be  the  limit  to  the  management  by  a  receiver?  It  may 
oontinne  for  ever.  The  case  of  Wyngate  v.  Heaihcote(a)  is 
onlydted  from  counsel's  recollection.  There  is  no  report- 
ed authority,  that,  in  a  case  where  it  is  not  an  incumbran- 
cer who  asks  the  relief,  and  the  ownership  of  the  property 
if  in  fise,  and  no  sale  or  distribution  is  asked,  a  receiver  has 
been  appointed.  If  there  were  a  receiver,  the  suit  would 
ba?6  to  be  kept  on  foot  by  continual  revival.  If  this 
nine  were  the  property  of  a  partnership  for  a  limited 
term,  of  which  the  bill  asked  for  a  dissolution,  and  that 
the  property  might  be  sold,  there  might,  perhaps,  be  a  re- 
ceiver, but  not  otherwise.  [The  Viob-Chancbllor. — ^It 
flught  be  not  for  a  term,  but  merely  at  will,  as  in  Grata- 
duty  V.  Matde  (6).]  The  Court  will  not  appoint  a  recei- 
ferupon  an  interlocutory  motion,  where  the  business  is  to 
be  carried  on,  but  only  when  it  is  to  be  dissolved,  except, 
perhaps,  under  very  special  circumstances,  as  where  a 
party  was  so  conducting  himself,  that,  unless  a  manager 
were  appointed  before  the  hearing,  the  partnership  con- 
cern might  be  destroyed:  Waters  v.  Taylor (c),  Hall  v. 
H(iU{d),  Here  one  of  the  partners  wishes  to  go  on  with 
the  business.  The  reasons  given  for  this  application  are 
precisely  as  though  tenants  in  common  of  houses  disa- 
greed as  to  the  repairs  or  the  rent  to  be  demanded  for 
them,  and  therefore  asked  for  a  receiver ;  and  there  is  no 
wthority  for  such  a  bill.  [The  Vicb-Chancellor. — The 
bill  is  indefinite.  It  might  have  asked  for  a  dissolution  of 
the  working  partnership  in  the  mines  of  which  the  parties 
were  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  and  for  a  receiver  in  the 
B»eantime;  or  it  might  have  stated,  as  in  Crawshay  y. 
^flttfe  (6),  that  the  property  was  purchased  in  fee  for  the 
P^irposes  of  the  partriership,  and  asked  for  a  sale.  The 
^  docs  not  point  distinctly  to  either  course.] 
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(a)  4  Y.  &  C,  Exch.,  187. 
(&)  1  Swanst.  495. 


(c)  16  Ves.  10. 
Id)  3  Mac.  &  G.  79. 
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1853. 

Roberts 

V. 

Ebkrhardt. 
JtulfpneiU.      ViCE-CflANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PaGE  WoOD: — 

The  principles  involyed  in  this  case  are  of  great  import^ 
ance,  although  perhaps  the  course  that  I  ought  to  take  on 
the  present  motion  may  not^   strictly  speaking,  require 
the  application,  to  the  full  extent,  of  the  doctrine  which 
"was  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Jefferys  v.  Sm%th(a);  for 
there  are  circumstances  here  which  seem  to  me  to  make 
this  materially  different  from  that  case  before  Lord  Eldon. . 
Knowing  the  extreme  caution  with  which  Lord  Eldon  laid 
down  any  general  principle,  I  am  inclined  to  attribute 
more  weight  to  any  general  principle  enunciated  by  him, 
than  to  the  dicta  in  more  recent  decisions,  which,  thou^ 
apparently  general,  must  always  be  considered  with  spe- 
cial reference  to  the  case  immediately  before  the  Court 


In  Jefferys  v.  Smith(a)y  Lord  Eldon  made  several  obser- 
vations which  did  not  apply  to  the  case  immediately  be- 
fore him ;  for  that  was  a  case  of  partnership,  and  the  bill 
prayed  for  a  dissolution;  but,  during  the  argument,  the 
counsel  for  the  Defendant  were  driven  to  say,  "We  cannot 
contend  that  the  Defendant  has  a  right  to  continue  ma- 
nager of  the  whole  mine  against  the  consent  of  the  other 
owners;  they  may  act  for  themselves,  but  they  have  no 
right  to  oust  him  of  his  own  share,  because  they  cannot 
agree  with  him.  Persons  who  are  tenants  in  common  of 
land  cannot  ask  that  a  manager  should  be  put  in 
sion  for  all  parties." 


In  answer  to  that  remark,  Lord  Eldon  said,  "  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  mines  have  not  been  always  considered, 


(a)  IJ.  &  W.  298. 
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not  altogether,  but  in  some  sort,  as  a  species  of  trade.        is^^ 
Bow  it  may  be  in  Wales,  I  do  not  know;  but  in  my  coun- 
tij,  vhere  there  are  firequently  twenty  owners  of  the  same 
luoe,  if  each  is  to  have  a  set  of  miners  going  down  the 
diftto  work  his  twentieth  part,  it  would  be  impossible     ^^^^knneru, 
tocoQtinue  working  the  mina    Must  not  a  contract  be  im- 
ffied,  that  it  was  to  be  carried  on  in  a  practicable  and 
ftuible  way?    I  believe  I  have  a  note  of  a  case  before  Lord 
Evdwicke,  which  confirms  me  in  the  idea,  that  where 
&ere  are  part  owners  of  a  mine,  and  they  cannot  by  con- 
tact agree  to  appoint  a  manager,  this  Court  will  manage 
itfivthem.''    And  on  a  subsequent  day  he  said,  "Lord 
HwrdnridBe  in  that  case  says,  that  a  colliery  is  to  be  con- 
■doedin  the  nature  of  a  trade;  and  where  persons  have 
tifcraat  interests  in  it,  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  partner- 
iB(*,iiid  that  the  difficulty. of  knowing  what  is  to  be  paid' 
fcr  lagB  and  the  expenses  of  management  gives  the 
Oomt  a  jurisdiction  as  to  the  mesne  profits,  which  it  would 
floiasome  with  respect  to  other  lands/'    Then  he  said, 
*Qd  this  ground,  and  on  account  of  the  peculiarity  of  this 
qwdea  of  produce,  the  Court  gives  an  injunction  against 
trespass,  and  allows  a  party  to  maintain  a  suit  for  the  pro- 
fits^ which  in  other  cases  it  would  not  do.     Here  there 
tte  twenty  shares,   and   if  each   owner  may  employ  a 
oinager  and  a  set  of  workmen,  you  destroy  the  subject 
altogether.     It  renders  it  impossible  to  carry  it  on.     It 
spears  to  me,  therefore,  upon  general  principles,   and 
without  reference  to  the  particular  circumstances  of  any 
«Me,"  (that  is,  he  was  not  applying  the  remark  only  to 
^8  case  before  him,)  "  that  where  persons  are  concerned 
bneh  an  interest  in  lands  as  a  mining  concern  is,  this 
Owfft  will  appoint  a  receiver,  although  they  are  tenants 
^  common  of  it.''     And  that  no  doubt  is  the  strongest 
pwt  of  the  expressions  in  the  judgment,  with  reference 
to  the  general  principle  to  be  applied  to  the  case  now 
'^ore  the  Court     I  do  not  find  any  case  in  which  the 

▼OL  I.  N  E.  K.  w. 
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Court  has  proceeded  to  appoint  a  receiver   of 
works,  in  which  the  parties  had  not  been  working: 
mines  together  in  partnership,  nor  where  a  partne 
existed  for  the  purpose  of  working  the  mine,  if  that ' 
the  extent  of  the  partnership,  without  having  before! 
Court  a  suit  for  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
it  may  be  that  case  of  Wynget  v.  Heathcote,  which  3 
cited,  not  from  any  report,  but  from  the  re'colle 
counsel,  in  the  case  of  Bentley  v.  Bates  (a).     The  < 
BenUey  v.  Bates  itself  certainly  involves  something  of  i{ 
same  kind.    In  that  case  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  not  pr 
for  a  dissolution,  either  as  to  the  mines  which  were  i 
subject,  or  as  to  the  working  partnership  for  obtainingt 
profit  to  be  derived  from  the  property,  was  overruled;  ( 
it  is  certainly  not  the  ordinary  practice  of  this  Court  tp  4 
rect  an  account  between  partners,  except  upon  a  bill  fort 
dissolution  of  the  partnership  concern  (6).    It  is  true,  \ 
is  not  now  necessary  to  ask  for  a  dissolution  in  every  oato  J 
which  relief  is  sought  respecting  partnership  afiain;  bublj 
i^pprehend,  that,  where  a  bill  seeks  for  an  accounti  that  i 
one  of  the  cases  in  which  a  dissolution  must  be  pFayed^ 
Unless  some  special  ground  is  raised,  the  general  acooooli 
cannot  be  taken  without  asking  for  a  dissolution  of  d^ 
firm;  and  yet  in  Bentley  v.  Bates  (a),  Lord  AbingerhMf  0 
the  case  of  a  mining  concern,  that  these  accounts  .W^ 
be  taken^  although  the  bill  did  not  pray  for  a  dissdntm 
of  the  partnership  in  the  working  of  the  mines.    There- 
fore, that  case  must  be  considered  an  authority,  that,  withr 
out  breaking  up  the  partnership  in  a  mining  concern,  a 
Plaintifi*  might  have  the  intermediate  relief  of  a  decree 
for  an  account,  not  general,  but  from  year  to  year,  and 
seems  to  furnish  an  analogy  for  an  application  for  a  re- 
ceiver, although  the  bill  does  not  ask  to  terminate  the 


(a)  4  Y.  &  C,  Exch.,  182.  V.  &  B.  329;  and  Russell  v.  Lob- 

(6)  See  Fonnan  v.  Homfrei/,  2      combe,  4  Sim.  8. 
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On  principle,  that  course  would  create  enormous 
mdty  in  the  case  of  property  held  in  fee  simple,  like  a 
iij,  if  the  Court  is  to  be  called  upon,  because  of  the 
WiH-  disputes,  during  the  continuance  of  their  holding 
iptfiiiy  in  fee,  to  put  in  its  own  manager,  and  have 
■wa  appointed  to  manage  it  If  that  be  the  proper 
M^  the  Gourty  as  Lord  Eldon  expresses  it  in  Ooodman 
fkiioomb(a)y  might  have  to  manage  all  the  mining  con- 
is  in  the  kingdom.  That  cannot  be  the  true  principle 
he  Court. 

fhat  is  the  true  principle  is,  I  think,  pointed  to  in 
mthay  v.  Maule  (6),  Jefferys  v.  Smith  (c),  and  WaierB  v. 
|fijr.(tQ.  The  true  principle  must  be  this — In  the  case 
iiiimng  concern  like  this,  there  may  be  two  modes  in 
V|^  it  may  be  viewed:  it  may  be  a  mining  concern 
jfl|1tt^  as  property  by  parties  who  never  acquired  it 
pjpfirposes  of  trade,  as  in  a  case  where  an  estate  con- 
Wjf  mines  has  descended  from  the  owner  to  two  co- 
if; and  such  joint  owners,  though  they  did  not  acquire 
k  mining  purposes,  may  nevertheless  agree  to  work 
'  mines  together  with  their  joint  property,  and  buy 
iia  engines,  and  pay  workmen  during  that  working. 
It  would  be  working  the  mine  in  partnership.  There 
lid  be  a  partnership  in  the  working,  though  not  in"the 
d;  and  either  of  the  joint  owners  might  at  any  time 
Age  his  mind,  and  say  to  the  other,  "  I  do  not  feel  in- 
led  to  work  jointly  any  longer,  and  all  the  accounts 
y  be  taken,  and  I  will  leave  you  to  deal  with  your 
lie  as  you  please."'  One  might  then  continue  to  work, 
ike  could  not  force  the  other  to  go  on;  and  the  one 
■•continued  to  work  might  have  to  render  an  account 
^  was  what  happened  in  Sir  Fra7icis  Shuckburgh's 
*(e),  in  the  Exchequer,  and  a  discussion  there  arose, 

W  IJ.  &  W.  592.  (d)  15  Ves.  10. 

*)  I  Swanst.  495.  (e)  Benyi  v.  Shuchburgh,  4  Y. 

^)  I  J.  &  W.  298;  3  Russ.  158.      &  C,  Exch.,  42. 
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in  consequence  of  one  tenant  in  common  having 
ed  mines  alone,  firom  what  period  such  account  n 
be  rendered.  The  other  case  would  be  one  in 
as  in  Crawshay  v.  Mavle  (a),  the  circumstances 
evidence, — as  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  they  may  i 
ultimately  do  here, — ^that  the  whole  property  was  ini 
ed  to  be  used  as  a  partnership  concern;  and,  the 
when  any  disagreement  arose,  any  of  the  partners  wo 
have  a  right  to  come  to  this  Court  to  determine  the  ; 
nership,  and  have  the  whole  thing  sold,  as  in  (7ra« 
Mavle  (a).  In  either  case  it  would  be  proper  to  ask  i 
dissolution  and  winding  up  of  the  concern,  and  then  i 
receiver  to  be  appointed  to  manage  the  concern  in 
meantime,  if  the  partners  could  not  agree.  This  bill  i 
not  present  distinctly  either  of  those  phases.  I  am  i 
informed  in  which  way  the  Plaintiff  regards  it:  whedMi^| 
that  he  is  working  in  partnership  a  mining  property,  * 
which  he  is  a  tenant  in  common  in  fee;  or  that  the  (Tj 
tate  was  all  acquired  for  the  purposes  of  the  partIli^| 
ship,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  therefore  a  right  to  have  ( 
sale  of  the  whole.  It  is  said,  that  I  may  now  assume,  thil^ 
at  the  hearing,  the  Plaintiff  will  have  a  right  to  have* 
sale,  and  that  the  partnership  will  be  clearly  determinai 
and  that  therefore  I  may  now  appoint  a  receiver,  leeing 
what  must  be  the  result  of  the  litigation.  But  I  vOBSDSk 
at  present  see  that  in  this  case.  I  do  not  foresee  whete 
I  am  to  dissolve  the  working  partnership,  or  to  sell  the 
whole  fee  simple  in  the  property. 


In  that  state  of  things,  there  is  a  great  difficulty,  as  the 
law  stands,  in  saying,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  now  entitled  to 
have  a  receiver  appointed,  who  would  only  be  brought  in 
really  for  the  purpose  of  continuing  the  business,  as  ap- 
pears from  the  27th  paragraph  of  the  bill ;  and  still  more 


(a)  1  Swanst.  495. 
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'  firom  the  26th,  where  the  language  points  to  a 
Ananoe  of  the  working.    Therefore,  upon  the  state- 
I  in  the  bill,  I  think  there  would  be  great  difficulty 
iting  a  receiver.     I  think,  also,  upon  the  facts 
I  are  in  evidence,  there  would  be  great  difficulty, 
if  the  bill  had  asked  for  a  dissolution  upon  the 
i  of  incompatibility  in  the  mode  in  which  the  part- 
I  weie  working  the  mine;  for,  am  I  not,  as  Lord Eldon 
t  to  imply  a  contract  for  carrying  on  the  business  in  a 
1  way?    I  think  that  Mr.  Bacon  well  described  the 
of  the  evidence,  when  he  said,  that  there  was  a 
*  of  co-operation  between  these  partners,  but  that  and 
ace  are  altogether  distinct     The  right  to  have  a 
'  would  not  arise  on  the  part  of  a  partner  who,  as 
As  Plaintiff  appears  here  to  be,  was  the  managing  part- 
i  M^ioid  had  practically  the  sole  direction  of  the  business ; 
WiwdHi  have  no  case  for  coming  here  for  the  assistance 
rftttflmrt,  only  because  the  other  partner  would  not  co- 
I  with  him.    It  is  alleged,  that  the  co-partner  has 
to  buy  a  steam  engine.     Suppose  I  appointed  a 
r,  could  I  compel  him  to  buy  it?    The  only  mode 
of  doing  so  would  be  this:  the  receiver  might  purchase 
it  if  there  were  assets  for  that  purpose,  and  might,  by  the 
lireetion  of  the  Court,  recoup  the  expense  of  it  out  of 
4e  profits  of  the  concern  when  realised.     But  the  ma- 
Mging  partner,  while  the  concern  continues,  can  do  ex- 
ietly  the  same  thing.    Until  his  co-partner  interferes  to 
IWrent  him,  I  apprehend  he  might  incur  any  expense 
ii  the  management  that  was  beneficial  for  the  purposes 
rffte  business.    Just  as  a  brewer  might  set  up  half  a- 
^  vats  at  a  large  expense,  so  here  the  managing  part- 
JWr  might  set  up  a  steam  engine  and  work  it  as  he  thought 
pwper.    There  is  nothing  done  by  his  co-partner  to  inter- 
fere with  his  doing  so.     So,  again,  as  to  the  prices  of  coaL 
AH  that  has  happened  at  present  is,  that  one  partner  has 
^iy  I  will  not  sell  at  such  a  price;  and  the  other  has 
®^^>  I  wilL     Each  has  a  perfect  right  to  sell  at  what  price 
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he  choo6e&  That  is  not  the  case  oiJefftrgt  t.  S% 
But  it  is  not  eren  allied  that  Eberhardi  liai 
seU  to  any  one  at  these  particular  pricesL  All  that  1 
done  is,  that  he  has  gone  to  the  agent,  and  tc4d  faiial 
at  sach  prices.  The  next  thing  is  the  alleged  intc 
with  the  butties.  That  is  the  nearest  a]^ip:^^h  to  i 
ference  in  this  case.  There  was  a  disagreement, 
Defendant  took  the  side  of  the  butties,  and  said  1 
right  in  what  they  did ;  but  I  think  that  is  not 
interference  as  would  authorise  me  to  aj^int  a  i 
at  the  instance  of  a  partner  who  really  seeing  to  faaf 
whole  thing  in  his  own  hands.  He  at  this  vaGmeat  i 
pointing  and  discharging  workmen,  and  has  nm  hei 
terfered  with  in  any  of  those  proeeedings  by  the 
ant  Eberhardt 


It  is  further  said,  that  the  mine  will  be  dtowniily'l 
cause  fferfcarA  will  not  co-operate  to  pierent  it ; 
Plaintiff  may  do  what  he  likes  to  preTent  that:  he  I 
not  get  money  for  that  purpose  &om  Eberhardi^ 
ther  would  the  receirer  be  able;  though  I  do  hoc  lA  I 
that  any  one  would  adTise  Eberhardt^  if  it  were  donel 
fide,  in  due  exercise  of  the  Plaintiff's  powers  of  i 
ment,  that  he  could  resist  payment  <^  the  expieases  i 
the  profits  arising  firom  the  sale  of  the  coals.  In  J^fisrp'^- 
SmiA  (a\  the  case  was  really  this:  one  pan  owner 
^  I  am  owner,  and  I  will  manage  the  eoncem ;"  the  oA^I 
said,  "^  I  will  manage  it :"  and  there  was  ther^  ^  direct  b^| 
ttfCoence.     And  Lord  JS2d<>a  said.  ^  In  my  < 
there  are  frequently  twenty  owners  of  the 
each  is  to  hare  a  sec  of  miners  going  down  tfcc 
work  his  twentieth  part,  it  would  t<e  impossible  to  < 
nue  working  the  mincL     Must  not  a  contract  he  imfdic 
that  it  was  to  be  carried  on  in  a  practkaMe 
way?  .  .  .     Where  there  are  part  owners  of  a  i 
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not  by  oentract  agree  to  appoint  a  manager,  this 
U  iHunge  it  for  them.''  If  Eberhardt  had  said,  I 
I  pxj  people  to  work  my  part  of  the  mine,  this 
lid  have  been  like  Jefferys  v.  Smith  (a)  in  that 
and  I  should  then  have  struggled  hard  to  have 
me  mode  of  relieving  the  Plaintiff;  but  I  am  of 
that  no  case  has  been  made  for  such  relief  Non- 
don,  which  leads  one  partner  to  act  upon  his 
Kmsibility  until  interfered  with,  is  not  a  ground 
inting  a  receiver  of  the  property;  and  I  think 
i  18  not  a  case  in  which  I  should  struggle  to  get 
difficulty;  and  therefore  there  must  be  no  order 
notion. 


168 


1853. 


Judgment 


FRY  V.  CAPPER. 


Dec.  I6th. 


cttlement,  dated  the  14th  of  August,  1792,  and  powerofAp- 
B  month  after  the  marriage  oiJohn  Fry  eLiidHonnor  ^*'^'^^,^ 
John  Fry  covenanted  to  pay  to  the  trustees  there-  —Restraint 

1  *^P*^  ArUicipa- 

1  of  2000?.,  to  be  held  by  them  upon  the  trusts  Hon, 
declared)  of  a  sum  of  1000?.,  which  was  covenant-  under  a  power 
e  paid  to  them  by  the  mother  of  his  wife,  and  of  appointmeDt 

*  •'  '  of  a  trust  fund 

ere  as  follows:  "In  trust  to  pay  or  permit  the  among  children, 
n  Fry  (the  husband),  and  his  assigns,  to  have,  re-  fonn,  the  share 
id  take  the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  pro-  dIug™™who 
ihe  said  1000?.,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  na-  ^  ""^™  ^^ 

the  creation  of 

5;  and  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  the  power,  war 
John  Fry  J  in  trust  to  pay  or  permit  and  suffer  tees,  upon  trust 
ciently  authorise  and  empower  the  said  Honnor  ^^^  ^for^J^^^^^ 
wife,  and  her  assigns,  to  have,  receive,  and  take  without  pourtr 

of  anticipatiotif 
and,  after  her 
ler  general  appointees  by  deed  or  will,  and  in  defimlt,  to  her  executors  or  administrators. 

tt  fuch  an  appointment  was  not  void  as  fettering  the  property  beyond  the  legal  limits, 
restraint  upon  anticipation  might  be  rejected,  and  the  rest  of  the  appointment  sustained. 


(a)  IJ.  &  W.  298. 


1S4  CASES  IS  CHAXCERT. 

185X  the  drridends,  interest,  mnd  annual  firodacc  of  ife  i 
sum  of  lOOOiL  to  her  and  their  own  use,  for  and  dnng 
term  of  her  natural  life;  and  from  and  immediatcif  i 
the  decease  of  the  sorriror  of  them,  the  soud  Jtkml 
and  HcmncT  his  wife,  then  in  trust  for  mil  and  •! 
the  child  or  diildren  of  the  bodj  of  the  sdd  Jckm  J 
on  the  bodj  of  the  said  Honwc^  his  wife  to  be  begii 
in  such  paitsy  shares,  and  proportions,  and  in  lodi  i 
manner,  and  fonn,  and  with,  under,  and  sahycci  lai 
powers.  proTisoes,  conditions,  restrictioos,  and  fia 
tions  (sudi  limitations  orer  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  a 
or  one  of  such  child  or  children.^  as  the  said  Johm  Ff^ 
Honiuyr  his  wife  shall  jointlr,  bj  any  deed  or  decd%  i 
ing  or  writings,  to  be  bj  them  sealed  and  deiiTcied  m 
presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses^  or  in  drf 
of  such  joint  appointment  as  the  sarriror  of  them  dl 
bj  mDj  deed  or  deeds,  writing  or  writing  to  be  hj 
or  her  sealed  and  delirered  in  the  presence  of  two  ori 
credible  witnessesy  or  by  his  or  h^  last  will  and  tefltaa 
to  be  by  him  or  her  signed,  sealed,  and  published  in  the 
sence  of  the  like  number  of  credible  witnesses,  direct^  i 
or  appoint ;  and  in  de&ult  of  some  such  direction,  Ei 
tion,  or  appointment,  and  as  to  such  part  or  ports  tbi 
whereof  no  such  direction,  limitation,  or  appointmeali 
be  made,  then  in  trust  to  pay  or  transfer  the  saill 
of  Iv^JOL  unto  and  amongst  all  and  eTery  the  child 
children  of  the  body  of  the  said  J'jkn  Fry  on  the  bod 
the  said  Honnor  his  wife  to  be  begotten,  equally  tt 
dirided  between  or  amongst  them  if  more  than  one^  d 
and  share  alike,  and  if  there  shall  be  but  one  sodi  d 
then  to  such  one  child,  tor  his,  h^  and  their  portioo 
p4>rtii>ns:  the  said  sum  of  1(X^)L  or  so  much  thereof  wt 
of  no  such  direction,  limitation,  or  appointment  shal 
maiie  as  atbresaid.  and  the  parts  and  shares  thereoC  ti 
transferred  or  paid  to  such  children  or  child  in  the  man 
following,  that  b  to  say,  the  part  or  ^hare.  parts  or  du 
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L  of  them  as  shall  be  a  daughter  or  daughters,  shall  be        1353. 

or  paid  to  her  or  them  at  her  or  their  age  of 

f-one  years,  or  day  or  days  of  marriage,  which  shall 

ppen ;  and  the  part  or  share,  parts  or  shares  of  such 

as  shall  be  a  son  or  sons,  shall  be  transferred  or 

llohim  or  them  at  his  or  their  age  of  twenty-one  years, 

t  sach  time  or  respective  times  of  payment  shall  hap- 

ihk  the  lifetime  of  the  said  John  Fry  and  Honnor  his 

<»r  of  the  survivor  of  them;  and  in  such  case  the 

tor  diare,  parts  or  shares  of  such  of  them  as,  being  a 

bier  or  daughters  who  shall  have  attained  (during  the 

^of  the  said  John  Fry  and  Honnor  his  wife,)  the  age 

l^tm&tj-one  years,  or  be  married,  or,  being  a  son  or  sons, 

I  then  have  attained  that  age,  shall  become  a  vested 

or  vested  interests  in  him,  her,  or  them  respec- 

fiind  be  transmissible  to  his,  her,  or  their  executors, 

ors,  or  assigns,  and  shall  be  transferred  or  paid 

ly  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  the 

f  JUn  Fry  and  Honnor  his  wife;  and  if  any  such 

:  or  children,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters,  shall 

to  depart  this  life  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 

JittB  and  unmarried,  or,  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall  depart 

%m  life  under  the  said    age  of  twenty-one  years,  then 

itpirt  or  share,  parts  or  shares  of  him,  her,  or  them  so 

^jmg  shall  go  and  be  paid  to  the  survivor  or  survivors  of 

ftom,  and  the  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  of  such 

tf  tliem  being  dead,  who,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters, 

lUB  have  survived  the  said  John  Fry  and  Honnor  his  wife, 

vihave  lived  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  be 

*iiied,  or,  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall  have  survived  the 

^John  Fry  and  Honnor  his  wife,  and  have  lived  to  at- 

Uiihesaid  age  of  twenty-one  years,  at  such  time  or  times 

•Ka,  her,  or  their  original  share  or  shares  shall  become 

Payable  or  transferable,  or  as  soon  afterwards  as  circum- 

•^ces  will  permit     And  it  is  the  true  intent  and  mean- 

^  of  these  presents,  and  of  the  said  parties,  that  all  and 
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1H<)3.  OVC17  the  share  and  t^hares  so  directed  to  surriTei 
cruc  fthall  from  time  to  time  survive  and  accrue^  t( 
with  the  original  share  and  shares,  until  soeli  o 
Mharo  and  sliarcs  shall  by  virtue  of  these  presents  I 
suthmrnu  y^j^tod^  ^nd  uj>on  this  further  trust,  that  the  said 
Uajijwr  and  Williami  Christopher  Hancock,  or  the  H 
of  them,  or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  sod 
vor,  Hhall  and  do  in  the  meantime,  after  the  deceaai 
survivor  of  them  the  said  John  Fry  and  Honnor  h 
pay  and  apply  the  dividends,  interest,  and  annMli 
of  t  ho  said  sum  of  1 0002.,  or  so  much  thereof  as  to  it 
Mvid  JasiHT  Capper  and  W^iam  Christopher  Ham 
iho  ■unrivor  of  them,  or  the  executors,  administm) 
luwigns  of  such  survivor  shall  seem  proper,  for  andl 
Uu>  maintonanoo  and  education  of  such  children  a 
until  thoir  ro${HH:tiTe  shares,  or  his  or  her  shan 
|uiuoi|>al  money  shall  become  payable,  in  propoi 
thiMr  r^<|HVtivo  sharei^  and  interests  therein.  And 
th^TO  $hall  W  no  child  of  the  body  of  the  said  Johrn 
I  ho  IhhIv  of  Uio  said  Hcmnor  his  wife  begotten,  orti 
iiv^;  suoh.  if  ovory  >^uoh  daughter  depart  this  life  ni 
Mitid  ^j^^c  of  twvuty«v>no  ycar$  and  unmarried,  an 
suoh  s^M\  ^all  al^^^  dopan  this  life  under  the  smic 
l>fcouty  ^\uc  y<>ATs.  or  in  tin^  lif«ime  of  the  said  Ji 
and  W,^>jv.."  h;;^  w;rV.  or  c-itier  of  them,  then  in  1 
^vi^x  ^>«^  trM:i;^^r  :ho  sfcii  «:ir  cc  UXXC  and  the  m 
a«^i  tnr,os  mhcrc^r.  ihc  :s?fc:n»  siall  I*  then  inrestd 
N>in*,>\vr  .-ii*  ihi^rjx  ;>.f  sskii  ^^A\  1*^  aad  Hx^tmor  1 
to  a^;  f»>?  >,i;^ ,.:  ^^-r  ^'v^.  ••^'?<-  ^^=*  *2>c  r^enefiL* 

TV'  >A^o.  j^ry:  .-.:'  ?.'^.*vil  ip:i5<  iftjrrirS*  paSd  to  i 
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Bis  widow,  the  said  Honnor  Fry^  received  the  divi-        1853. 
^jdiim  the  said  funds  up  to  the  time  of  her  decease. 

jRry,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  by  her 
testament  in  writing,  dated  the  Ist  of  November, 
«fter  reciting  the  said  indenture,  and  that  there 
mify  six  children  of  her  marriage  then  living,  her 
thereinafter  named,  continued  as  follows: — "I 
I7  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  in  exercise  and 
ion  of  the  power  or  authority  to  me  in  this  behalf 
l^the  said  indenture  of  the  14th  of  August,  1792, 
of  every  other  power  or  authority  enabling  me  in  this 
direct,  limit,  and  appoint,  that  the  said''  trustees  of 
ifitdementy  ''  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  execu- 
«d  administrators  of  such  survivor,  and  the  trustee 
for  the  time  being  of  the  said  2230Z.  3Z.  10«. 
Reduced  Annuities,  shall,  from  and  immediately 
decease,  stand  possessed  thereof,  and  of  the  stocks, 
monies,  or  securities  to  arise  therefrom,  or  in  which 
or  any  part  thereof  may  from  time  to  time  be 
hated,  and  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce 
hiriae  therefrom  respectively,  from  and  after  the  day  of 
^  decease,  upon  the  several  and  respective  trusts,  and 
ir die  intents  and  purposes  following;  that  is  to  say,  up- 
*tnut  to  apportion  the  same  respectively  for  the  benefit, 
1  equal  shares,  of  such  of  my  before-named  daughters, 
hmoT  Frances  Fry,  Mary  Craig  Fry,  Anne  Jane  Fry, 
^Jvlia  Maria  Fry,  Hannah  Westcott  Prior,  and  Ellen 
ifndia  Neatherway,  who  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of 
l|decease,  such  respective  apportionments  to  be  trans- 
W  and  paid  in  manner  hereinafter  provided.  And  I 
ikreby  direct,  that  the  said"  trustees,  "and  the  survi- 
'^Kjfthem,  and  the  executors  and  administrators  of  such 
•mvor,  and  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of 
^  said  trust  funds  and  monies  shall  stand  possessed  of 
we  respective  shares  of  the  said  last-mentioned  trust  funds 
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1853.  <^d  monies,  and  of  the  diyidends,  interest^  ud 
produce  thereof,  which  shall  be  apportioned  to  my 
named  daughters  Hannah  Westcott  Prior  and  M 
ndia  Neaiherway,  upon  trust,  during  the  joint  Uto 
said  daughters  respectively  and  their  respective  hv 
and  if  my  said  daughters  respectively  shall  survii 
respective  husbands,  then  during  the  respective 
my  said  daughters,  to  pay  to  them,  my  said  dangl 
spectively,  or  to  such  person  or  persons  as  they  res 
ly,  whether  covert  or  widows,  shall  from  time  to 
that  behalf,  hut  not  by  way  of  anticipationy  appoint 
ing  under  their  respective  hands,  the  interest,  di' 
and  annual  produce  of  their  respective  shares  of 
trust  funds  and  monies,  for  their  respective  sole  ai 
rate  use  and  benefit,  exclusively  of  their  respecti 
bands,  and  without  being  liable  to  the  debts,  coi 
engagements  of  any  of  their  husbands  or  husband 
ively,  the  respective  receipt  or  receipts  of  my  saii 
\  ters  respectively,  whether  covert  or  widows,  for  tl 

i  or,  as  to  the  part  or  parts  thereof  respectively  appc 

aforesaid,  of  the  respective  appointee  or  appointee 

of,  to  be  alone  a  valid  discharge  or  valid  discht 

the  sum  or  sums  therein  respectively  acknowledg 

'■[  received."   And  after  the  decease  of  the  daughters 

ively,  the  will  declared  the  trusts  of  their  respectiv 
to  be  for  their  respective  appointees  by  deed  or  t« 
in  default  for  their  executors  or  administrators 
ively. 

Honnor  Fry,  the  testatrix,  died  on  the  3rd  of  J 
1853. 

There  were  several  questions  submitted  in  a  spe< 
to  the  Court ;  of  which  one  was,  whether  the  appo 
by  the  will  for  the  benefit  of  the  married  daughtei 
testatrix  was  valid. 
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Wittoock,  Q.  C.»  and  Mr.  Wodekome  for  the  Plain-        i8A3. 
e  suryiTing  daughters  of  the  testatrix.  ^*Trt^ 

V. 

\kLniA,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Surrage  for  some  of  the  De-        

.  Argument, 

E.  F.  SmiAj  for  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  the 
id  of  Hannah  Westcott  Prior,  argued,  that  the  re- 
i  vpon  anticipation  of  the  daughters'  life  interests 
have  infringed  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  if  in- 
in  the  settlement,  and  that  it  therefore  rendered 
pointment  for  them  void. 

Smale  for  other  partiea 
WiBoock  in  reply. 


CbiHCELLOB  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

this  case,  there  has  been  an  appointment  for  the  be-      Judgment 

of  married  women,  for  their  separate  use,  with  a 

s  restraining  them  from  anticipation ;   and  this  is 

lot  to  be  authorised  by  the  power,  because,  although 

jpointor  might  have  limited  a  share  in  the  fund  for 

» a  daughter  who  was  unborn  at  the  creation  of  the 

•,  inasmuch  as  such  daughter,  together  with  those 

ed  to  the  fund  subject  to  her  life  interest,  might  at 

me  dispose  of  it;   yet,  by  an  appointment  in  this 

5r  to  a  married  daughter,  she  is  restricted,  probably 

f  her  whole  life,  from  disposing  of  the  fund,  and  it 

refore  tied  up  for  a  period  which  infringes  the  rule 

it  perpetuities;  and  it  is  said,  that  the  appointment 

sequently  void. 

loold  feel  difficulty  in  deciding  this  question  adverse- 
the  appointment,  looking  to  the  decision  in  Thorn- 


JmiffmeaL 


17D  CASE8  IN  GHANCBEnr. 

1863.  ion  ▼.  Bright  (a);  for,  in  that  case,  althon^  this  partial 
lar  point  does  not  seem  to  have  been  argaed,  there  in| 
precisely  the  same  limitation  made  by  a  will  in  ex€ 
of  a  power  in  &Yoar  of  a  married  woman  who  was  i 
bom  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  power;  and 
appointment  was  decided  by  Lord  Chancellor  Ca 
to  be  a  valid  exercise  of  the  power.  Therefore,  inde 
dently  of  principle,  it  would  be  difficult  for  me, 
that  decision,  to  hold  this  appointment  to  be  bad.  Bli| 
upon  principle,  I  think  that  Mr.  WiUcodc  has  given  dil 
proper  answer  to  the  objection.  In  the  case  of  an  i^ 
pointment  under  a  power,  the  Court  looks  to  the  scope  ail 
intent  of  the  power;  and,  in  appointments  by  will(i)  «l 
real  estate  (c),  has,  by  the  doctrine  of  cy  pr^  given  eCMt: 
to  them  against  the  very  words  of  the  instrument,  andkw 
enabled  grandchildren,  who  were  not  objects  of  the  powi^: 
to  take  under  a  limitation  to  a  child  for  life,  with  remail' 
der  to  the  children  of  such  child,  by  treating  the  first  taktf 
as  a  tenant  in  tail;  and  because  the  words  of  the  appoial; 
ment  would  otherwise  have  been  wholly  inoperative,  tl^ 
Court  has  thus  given  effect  to  it  in  the  mode  in  whiil 
it  can  take  effect  legally  (ci).  Therefore,  in  an  instrer 
ment  made  in  execution  of  a  power  of  appointing  anuqg 
children  only,  if  the  Court  finds  an  appointment  nt  a 
share  to  one  child,  with  a  direction  that  such  share  ikaD 
be  dealt  with  in  this  way,  the  Court  may  reject  that  pttt 
of  the  limitation  which  exceeds  the  legal  limits.  Ae* 
cording  to  Bray  v.  Hammerdey  (e),  this  is  in  other  re- 
spects a  good  appf>intment  to  the  children  who  are  objecti 
of  the  power  (/) ;  but  if  the  restriction  be  not  rejected,  h 

(a)  2  My.  &  O.  230.  nom.  Bray  v.  Bree,  2C.&F.453. 

(b)  BrudeneS  v.  Eltces,  1  East,         (/)  The  Vice-Chanodlor  had 
451.  decided  this  upon  the  other  ob|6fr 

(c)  Not  of  personalty :  RotU-  tions  to  the  appointment,  by  rfr 
ledge  v.  Dorril,  2  Ves.  jun.  364.  ferring  also  to  the  authorities  ol 

(d)  put  V.  Jackson,  2  Bro.  C.  Boifle  v.  The  BUhop  of  Peterho 
OL  51.  roughs  1  Yes. jnn.  299;  and  Bytdt^ 

(«)  3  Sim.  513 ;  aflfd.  in  D.  P.      er  v.BtOeker^  1  V.  &  R  79. 
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id  that  it  will  make  the  whole  yoid  Bather  than  1553. 
ie  that^  the  Court  will  reject  the  limitation,  and  thus 
I  the  rest  of  the  appointment  valid.  In  the  words  of 
IMansfieldf  in  Chapman  v.  Brown  (a),  "Where  there 
limitation  for  life  to  a  person  unborn,  with  remainder  ^''dgmeni, 
[  to  the  first  and  other  sons,  as  they  cannot  take  as 
but  may  as  heirs  of  the  body,  and  as  the  estate 
ideally  intended  to  go  in  a  course  of  descent,  it  shall  be 
I  an  estate  tail  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  given 
life"  And  by  analogy  to  this  cy  prfes  doctrine,  al- 
lim^  the  donee  of  the  power  cannot  appoint  to  grand- 
[lUdreii  nor  to  persons  unborn  in  the  manner  in  which  he 
I  111  attempted  to  limit  the  property,  yet  the  Court  will 
m  Bodify  the  limitation  as  to  make  it  efiective  in  the 
Knar  in  which  it  may  take  effect  according  to  the  power, 
ftaiqpiment  on  this  point,  in  Thornton  v.  BrigkbQ)),  sug- 
prtltla  decision  to  which  the  Court  would  probably  come, 
iri^  if  necessary,  the  Court  would  reject  this  limitation, 
y  alinat  the  appointment  as  being  a  settlement  for  the 
;  of  the  daughter,  without  the  restraint  upon  antici- 
\  |a&m.  The  point  is  ingenious,  and  would  deserve,  per- 
kape^  more  consideration  if  it  were  open  to  me.  However, 
if  Thiomton  v.  Bright  (6)  had  not  decided  the  question,  I 
Aink  that  I  should  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion 
independently  of  that  authority. 

There  must,  therefore,  be  a  declaration,  that  the  will 
dHonnor  Fry  is  a  valid  execution  of  the  power  of  ap- 
(omtment. 


(a)  3  Burr.  1626,  cited  2  Sugd.  Pow.,  7th  edit,  p.  69. 
(6)  2  My.  &  Cr.  230. 
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NEATHERWAY  v.  FRY. 

doHIfFRY,  by  his  will,  dated  the  26th  of  August,  1 
appointed  his  wife  Honnor  executrix,  and  Booth  Ha\ 
and  John  Capper,  or  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  th< 
executors  of  that  his  will ;  and  after  appointing  them 
diansof  his  children,  he  confirmed  the  settlement  of  a 
of  stock  made  on  his  marriage  with  his  said  wife;  and  al^; 
ter  giving  certain  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies  to  his' 
said  wife,  and  to  Alfred  Augustus  Fry,  his  son  by  a  formor^ 
marriage,  the  testator  disposed  of  the  residue  of  his  estate 
in  the  following  words: — "I  give  and  bequeath  all  the' 
rest  and  residue  of  my  effects  not  already  especially  gives 
and  bequeathed  to  my  said  executrix  Honnor  and  vaj  \ 

tito*'"  7*  ***^  ®*^^  executors  Booth  Hancock  and  John  Capper y  or  so  manj 
of  the  three  as  shall  survive  me,  in  trust  for  the  foUoiriiiff 
especial  purpose,  that  is,  that  when  all  the  previous  be- 
quests and  purposes  of  this  will  shall  be  completely  fiikj 

not  be  less  than  filled,  the  remaining  sum  of  money  shall  be,  by  my  9m 

those  of  any  of  .  .  -   ,  .  ,  . 

the  other  chii-  trustees  or  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  invest^  in  ] 
such  way  as  to  them  shall  seem  most  beneficial,  and  tlie 
interest  and  income  thereof  shall  be  paid  as  it  ariaefl  to 
my  said  wife  Honnor,  for  the  maintenance,  support,  and 
education  of  all  our  children,  during  the  term  of  my  sud 
dliS,Muding  wif^s's  natural  life;  and  the  principal  thereof  shall  be  di- 
his  said  son^.    yided,  at  her  death,  amongst  all  my  children,  including 

Moreover,  if  aij*     i    a  o  •  i      •/•   i  »•  i 

any  chad  should  my  SOU  Alfred  Augustus  aforesaid,  if  then  alive,  and  also 
pre^Mly  to*  including,  if  then  alive,  our  daughters  Honnor  Frances^ 
the  death  of  the  jJannaJi  Wcstcott,  Mary  Craig.  Anne  Jane,  Jxdia  Maria. 

testator 8  wife,  '  a  ^'  »  > 

leaving  chil-      and  Susannah  Hancock,  together  with  any  other  child 

dren,  such  chil- 
dren to  have 

the  **  share"  of  their  late  parent  And  if  all  the  testator's  children  should  die  under  age,  and  with- 
out  leaving  children,  gift  over.  The  wife  appointed  the  fund  by  will  amongst  all  the  children  who 
should  be  living  at  her  death.  A,  died  in  her  lifetime,  leaving  children: — Held^  that  the  power 
was  well  exercised  in  favour  of  the  surviving  children  of  the  testator,  and  that  the  clause  commenc- 
ing **  moreover**  did  not  apply  to  the  preceding  limitation,  but  only  to  the  gift  in  de&ult;  and  there- 
fore A.*8  cWldien  were  properly  excluded.    Fox  v.  Gre^,  2  Sugd.  Pow.,  App.,  No.  23,  distinguished. 


Dec  1«A. 

druetion — 
Power  of 
Appointment 
not  governed  bjf 
stAttitutionary 
(Muee. 

Bequest  of  resi- 
due in  trust, 
after  the  death 
of  the  testator's 
wife,  to  be  di- 
vided amongst 
all  his  children, 
including  his 
son  ^.  if  then 
living,  in  such 
maimer  and  in 
such  propor- 


shoald  by  will 
appoint,  provid- 
ed that  the 
share  assigned 
to^.  should 


dren:  and,  in 
de&iilt  of  ap- 
pointment, to 
be  divided 
equally  among 
all  the  testator's 
children  living 
at  his  wife's 
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all  &ucb  children  as  may  be  hereafter  bom  of  my  said 

fft  Boniwr  before  my  death,  if  then  alive,  or  any  child 

(irildren  that  may  be  born  of  my  said  wife  Honnor 

nine  calendar  months  next  succeeding  the  day  of 

riiecea^e,  in  snch  manner  and  in  such  proportions  as     oltofem€n<. 

fiaid  wife  Honnor  may  by  will  direct;  provided  only, 

;  the  share  or  part  assigned  to  my  said  son  Alfred  Au- 

\  shall  not  be  smaller  or  less  than  the  share  or  part 

led  to  any  one  of  my  said  wife  Hormor's  own  chil- 

and  that  if  my  said  wife  Honnor  shall  neglect  or 

nit  to  make  any  such  appropriation  thereof,  then  and  in 

case  it  shall  be  divided  equally,  share  and  share  alike, 

oBgst  all  my  children  living  at  the  time  of  my  said  wife 

EToflnorV  dcicease,  including  my  said  son  Alfred  AugustuSy 

|M  th<*n  alive.    Moreover y  my  mind  and  will  is,  that  if  any 

I  ^M  or  diildren  should  happen  to  die  premovdy  to  the  deaih 

of  mj  m\d  wife  Honnor,  hut  having  been  married  andleav- 

kg  a  dM  or  children  issue  of  such  mo/rriage^  then  suck 

\^iiM  w  citHdren  shall  have  and  enjoy  the  part  or  share, 

or  Stares,  respectively  of  their  late  parent  so  dying 

fori  ih(  death  of  my  said  wife  Honnor.    And  further,  I 

[do  Till  and  direct,  that,  should  all  my  children  die  under 

|K^  and  without  having  been  married,  or  without  having 

W  children  who  shall  have  survived  them,  and  neither 

1 DOF  any  of  my  children  should  leave  a  posthumous  child 

'  liwkll  J  begotten  in  wedlock,  then  and  in  that  case  that 

*II  the  clauses  in  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  intended 

for  the  benefit  of  any  such  child  or  children,  shall  be  con- 

Btned  f<>r  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  my  wife  Honnor 

ifeeiiid.'* 

Mn  Fry  died  in  1810,  and  Honnor  Fry,  Booth  Han- 
oodtj  and  John  Capper  proved  the  will  on  the  3rd  of  No- 
TMnW,  ISiO. 

HcnnorFry  made  her  will,  dated  the  1st  of  November, 

▼^I^L  0  E.K.W. 
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1853.  every  the  share  and  shares  so  directed  to  survive  and  ac 
crue  shall  from  time  to  time  survive  and  accrue,  togethe] 
with  the  original  share  and  shares,  until  such  origins 
share  and  shares  shall  by  virtue  of  these  presents  becon^ 
vested.  And  upon  this  further  trust,  that  the  said  Jcupm 
Capper  jBiXid  William  Christopher  Hancock,  or  the  survive 
of  them,  or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  sufvi 
vor,  shall  and  do  in  the  meantime,  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of  them  the  said  John  Fry  and  Honnor  his  wifiiv 
pay  and  apply  the  dividends,  interest,  and  anniud  produce 
of  the  said  sum  of  1 0002.,  or  so  much  thereof  as  to  them  tbo 
said  Jasper  Capper  and  William  Christopher  Hancock,  or 
the  Burvivor  of  them,  or  the  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns  of  such  survivor  shall  seem  proper,  for  and  towiids 
the  maintenance  and  education  of  such  children  or  child, 
until  their  respective  shares,  or  his  or  her  share,  of  thfl 
principal  money  shall  become  payable,  in  proportion  to 
their  respective  shares  and  interests  therein.  And  in  caM 
there  shall  be  no  child  of  the  body  of  the  said  John  Frym 
the  body  of  the  said  Honnor  his  wife  begotten,  or  there  be 
ing  such,  if  every  such  daughter  depart  this  life  under  tlu 
said  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  unmarried,  and  everj 
such  son  shall  also  depart  this  life  under  the  said  age  d 
twenty-one  years,  or  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  JohmJfifff 
and  Honnor  his  wife,  or  either  of  them,  then  in  truafc  to 
pay  or  transfer  the  said  sum  of  1 0002.,  and  the  securitiei 
and  funds  wherein  the  same  shall  be  then  invested,  to  ihn 
survivor  of  them  the  said  John  Fry  and  Honnor  his  wife 
to  and  for  his  or  her  own  proper  use  and  benefit" 

The  said  sum  of  20002.  was  afterwards  paid  to  the  tms 
tees,  and  invested  in  the  purchase  of  22302.  32.  10&  pe 
cent.  Reduced  Annuities. 

John  Fry  died  in  181 0,  and  no  joint  appointment  of  th< 
said  20002.  or  any  part  thereof  was  ever  made  by  hia 
and  his  wife. 
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His  widow,  the  said  Hortnor  Fry^  received  the  divi-      ^  1853. 
dffids  OE  the  said  funds  up  to  the  time  of  her  decease. 

id/Miar  Fry^  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  by  her 
riJand  testament  in  writing,  dated  the  1st  of  November, 
Ml^  -after  reciting  the  said  indenture,  and  that  there 
Me  only  six  children  of  her  marriage  then  living,  her 
ini^ters  thereinafter  named,  continued  as  follows: — "  I 
4o^  \sj  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  in  exercise  and 
oeestion  of  the  power  or  authority  to  me  in  this  behalf 
gm  by  the  said  indenture  of  the  14th  of  August,  1792, 
nd  of  every  other  power  or  authority  enabling  me  in  this 
hiilf  direct,  limit,  and  appoint,  that  the  said"  trustees  of 
ibntUement,  ''  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  execu- 
tvaiid  administrators  of  such  survivor,  and  the  trustee 
Vtalees  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  22302.  32.  10«. 
yP'Ml  Reduced  Annuities,  shall,  from  and  immediately 
Araf  decease,  stand  possessed  thereof,  and  of  the  stocks, 
fathf  monies,  or  securities  to  arise  therefrom,  or  in  which 
Ae  flune  or  any  part  thereof  may  from  time  to  time  be 
wasted,  and  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce 
lo  uise  therefrotii  respectively,  from  and  after  the  day  of 
w/  decease,  upon  the  several  and  respective  trusts,  and 
far  the.intents  and  purposes  following;  that  is  to  say,  up- 
HI  trust  to  apportion  the  same  respectively  for  the  benefit, 
k  equal  shares,  of  such  of  my  before-named  daughters, 
foimor  Frances  Fry,  Mary  Craig  Fry,  Arme  Jane  Fry, 
Bid  Jvlia  Maria  Fry,  Hannah  Westcott  Prior,  and  EUen 
(kimdia  Neatherway,  who  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of 
1^  decease,  such  respective  apportionments  to  be  trans- 
fcnred  and  paid  in  manner  hereinafter  provided.  And  I 
do  hereby  direct,  that  the  said''  trustees,  "and  the  survi- 
vor of  them,  and  the  executors  and  administrators  of  such 
MTvivor,  and  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of 
the  said  trust  funds  and  monies  shall  stand  possessed  of 
the  respective  shares  of  the  said  last-mentioned  trust  funds 
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1853.        <^d  monies,  and  of  the  dividends,  interest,  and  annv 
^  p'  produce  thereof,  which  shall  be  apportioned  to  my 


Cappkr. 
Stitement, 


named  daughters  Hannah  WestcoU  Prior  and  HBen 
nelia  Neaiherway,  upon  trust,  during  the  joint  lives  of  i 
said  daughters  respectively  and  their  respective  husl 
and  if  my  said  daughters  respectively  shall  survive 
respective  husbands,  then  during  the  respective  lives  < 
my  said  daughters,  to  pay  to  them,  my  said  daughters  \ 
spectively,  or  to  such  person  or  persons  as  they  respectiv 
ly,  whether  covert  or  widows,  shall  from  time  to  time  i 
that  behalf,  hut  not  hy  way  of  anticipation,  appoint  in  wnSs^A 
ing  under  their  respective  hands,  the  interest,  dividends^ 
and  annual  produce  of  their  respective  shares  of  the  said 
trust  funds  and  monies,  for  their  respective  sole  and  separ* 
rate  use  and  benefit,  exclusively  of  their  respective  hus- 
bands, and  without  being  liable  to  the  debts,  control,  oir 
engagements  of  any  of  their  husbands  or  husband  respect^ 
ively,  the  respective  receipt  or  receipts  of  my  said  daugh- 
ters respectively,  whether  covert  or  widows,  for  the  samSp 
or,  as  to  the  part  or  parts  thereof  respectively  appointed  si 
aforesaid,  of  the  respective  appointee  or  appointees  there* 
of,  to  be  alone  a  valid  discharge  or  valid  discbarges  for 
the  sum  or  sums  therein  respectively  acknowledged  to  be 
received."   And  after  the  decease  of  the  daughters  respect- 
ively, the  will  declared  the  trusts  of  their  respective  shaiss 
to  be  for  their  respective  appointees  by  deed  or  will,  and 
in  default  for  their  executors  or  administrators  respect- 
ively. 

Honnor  Fry,  the  testatrix,  died  on  the  3rd  of  January, 
1853. 

There  were  several  questions  submitted  in  a  special  case 
to  the  Court ;  of  which  one  was,  whether  the  appointment 
by  the  will  for  the  benefit  of  the  married  daughters  of  the 
testatrix  was  valid. 
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I  Ooort  upon  the  questions: — First,  whether  or  not  the        185a. 
iwiH  of  the  said  Honnor  Fry  was  to  any  and  what  ex- 
it Talid  execution  of  the  power  of  appointment  given 
iflv  by  the  said  will  of  the  said  John  Fry;  and  whether 
llppointment  made  by  her  was  to  any  and  what  extent 
by  the  subsequent  death  in  her  lifetime  of  her 
■  and  of  Alfred  Augustus  Fry,  or  of  either  of  them, 
nd,  whether  or  not,  having  regard  to  the  events  that  had 
Ikfpeoed,  the  children  of  the  said  Ellen  Cornelia  NeaUier- 
|wy,  or  any  or  either  and  which  of  them,  did,  by  virtue  of 
like  add  will  of  the  said  John  Fry  and  of  the  said  testa- 
,  BflBtuy  appointment  of  the  said  Honnor  Fry,  or  either  of 
Aflm,  take  any  and  what  interest  in  the  residuary  estate 
«f  die  said  testator  John  Fry;  and  what  part  or  share,  if 
j»  was  payable  to  each  of  them  out  of  the  same.    Third, 
Ubor  or  not,  having  re^rd  to  the  events  which  had 
iHmI,  the  children  of  the  said  Alfred  Augustus  Fry, 
MMMdy  took  any  and  what  interest  in  the  same  residu- 
Aftftate,  and  what  part  or  share  thereof,  if  any,  was 
$m,  payable  to  each  of  them.   And,  fourth,  whether  or 
B8t^  having  regard  to  the  events  that  had  happened,  the 
Defendants,  the  children  of  the  said  John  Fry  and  Honnor 
IttB  wife;,  who  alone  survived  the  said  Honnor  Fry,  did,  by 
tirtae  of  the  said  will  of  the  said  John  Fry  and  of  the  said 
tertamentaiy  appointment  of  the  said  Honnor  Fry,  or  of 
cidier  of  them,  take  any  and  what  interest  in  the  said  resi- 
*Utty  estate,  and  what  part  or  share,  if  any,  was  payable 
toeadi  of  them  out  of  the  same  sum. 


Mr.  Smale,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the  children  of  Ellen  Cor-     Argument, 
«eKa  Neatherway, 

Mr.  Russell,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Fooks,  for  the  children  of 
mred  Augustus  Fry, 
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186a  From  the  will  of  John  Fry,  it  is  clear  that  Honnor . 

Nkathbrway  ^  ®^®  appointed  by  will,  must  have  done  so  in  favoiir, : 
jf'  only  of  the  children  living  at  her  death,  but  of  those ' 

were  then  dead  leaving  issue,  or  she  should  have  left 

**^  gift,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  take  effect.     This  is 

necessary  effect  of  the  clause:  Moreover,  if  any  child 
previously  to  my  said  wife,  leaving  a  child  or  chili 
then  such  child  or  children  shall  have  the  part  or  shara 
their  late  parent.  A  child  so  dying  could  not  ha?e 
share,  properly  so  called ;  because,  by  the  terms  of  the 
ceding  clauses,  only  the  children  who  survived  were 
take  shares,  and  therefore  the  word  '^  share"  in  that 
must  mean  the  share  which  such  child  would  have  tafafti 
if  he  had  survived.  There  should  have  been,  therefore^  afti 
absolute  appointment  of  his  share  to  ^(/r&d;  and  then  tUl, 
clause  would  have  operated  to  carry  the  appointed  fandtofi 
his  children  upon  his  death  in  Honnor* 8  lifetime.  [Thl^ 
Vice-Chancellor. — Had  she  not  a  right,  according  ti* 
Boyle  V.  The  Bishop  of  Peterborough  (a),  to  appoint  tl|^ 
those  objects  of  the  power  only  who  should  be  living  0)' 
her  death?]  No;  because  by  the  operation  of  this  claosi^  1 
"moreover,"  &c.,  whether  there  were  an  appointment  or 
not,  children  of  a  pre-deceased  child  were  to  be  substi^ 
ed  for  him.  The  gift  over  confirms  this  construction^  be- 
cause it  is  only  in  case  neither  the  testator  nor  any  cflnB . 
children  should  leave  children,  that  the  fund  is  given  over; 
and  consequently,  if  the  "moreover,  &c."  clause  does  not  re- 
fer to  the  case  of  an  appointment,  then,  if  all  the  children 
had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife,  after  the  date  of  her 
will,  and  some  or  one  of  them  had  left  issue,  the  gift  over 
would  not  have  taken  effect  [The  Vice-Chancellor.^ 
How  could  an  appointment  be  made  to  any  child  who 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife?]  No  effective  appoint- 
ment could  be  made;  but  there  might  have  been  an  ap- 

(a)  I  Ves.  jun.  298. 
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(II  of  the  "  share"  of  such  child  on  which  this  1853. 
could  operate  for  the  benefit  of  his  issue,  or  a  direc- 
the  appointment,  that,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of 
his  children  should  stand  in  his  placa  [The 
rcELLOK — ^There  is  no  power  of  appointing  to  "^^ 
Idren.]  The  will  creating  the  power  authorises 
itment  to  a  child,  or,  if  he  should  die  in  the  wife's 
to  his  children;  or  else  it  substitutes  grandchildren 
in  that  particular  event  which  has  happened  in 
oi  Alfred.  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — May  not  the 
nise  be  read — ^if  all  the  children  die  without  leav- 
ne,  then,  if  the  wife  had  made  any  appointment, 
should  be  devested;  if  not,  that  in  either  case  the 
should  belong  to  the  wife?]  No  doubt;  but  that 
be  applying  that  clause  both  to  the  case  of  an  ap- 
it  and  to  the  gift  in  default,  which  is  the  construc- 
should  be  put  also  upon  the  clause  commencing 
rer,"  &a  In  Fox  v.  Gregg  (a),  the  testator  gave  to 
a  power  of  appointment  among  certain  of  his  cou- 
"in  such  shares  and  proportions,  manner,  and  form 
should  direct,  and  in  default  among  them  equally; 
Mipovided  that  the  children  of  such  of  them  as  were  then 
^  or  as  should  die  in  his  wife's  lifetime,  should  ''stand 
Bike  place  of  their  deceased  parent  or  parents,''  and  be 
tttiiled  to  such  interest  as  the  parents  would  have  taken 
'tley  had  survived  his  wife,  and  the  wife  appointed  a 
AOEngto  the  issue  of  one  who  died  in  her  life:  and  it  was 
Udthat  the  proviso  applied  to  the  appointment,  and  not 
•Ijrto  the  gift  in  default ;  and  that  the  appointment  of  one 
tting  was  bad,  because  illusory.  The  case  is  commented 
*n,  2  Sugden  on  Powers,  220,  279,  Ive  Y.King (b),  Butcher 
^htcher  (c).  Moreover,  it  was  a  paramount  intention  of 
^testator  John  Fry  to  make  a  provision  for  Alfred  and 
ktt  family. 

(«)  Sugd.  Pow.,  App.,  No.  23.      (6)  16  Jur.  489.       (c)  1  V.  &  B.  79. 
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I 

oftk 


V, 

Fry. 
Argument. 


1853.  Mr.  E.  F.  Smith  for  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy 

Nkathbrway  l^usband  of  one  of  the  surviving  children. — ^The  power 
created  by  a  will  which  manifests  an  intention  that 
children  should  stand  in  the  place  of  objects  of  the 
who  might  die  leaving  children  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
that  paramount  intention  must  control  the  power; 
therefore  an  appointment  to  the  surviving  objects,  excli4i 
ing  such  children  of  one  deceased,  is  void:   Winn  ▼.  JW 
wick  (a). 

Mr.  WiUcock^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Wodehotise,  for  the  sorviv* 
ing  children,  contended  that  the  power  was  well  exerdsei 
They  distinguished  this  case  from  Fox  v.  OreggQ>)\  and 
cited  BoyU  v.  The  Bishop  ofPeterboroughip),  Bray  v.  Ham' 
meraleyid)^  and  Bray  v.  Bree(e), 


Mr.  Russell,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 


Judgment,       ViCE-ChaNCELLOE  SiE  W.  PaGB  WoOD: — 

Upon  the  construction  of  this  will  it  is  said,  that  tkft 
same  point  arises  which  was  decided  in  Bray  v.HamfMrt 
ley(d)y  and  Bray  v.  Bree(e);  and  that  it  is  concludei  hj 
that  case,  and  by  the  case  of  Boyle  v.  The  Bishop  o/Ftltl^ 
borough(c).  But,  I  think,  that  the  point  hardly  arises  hxBOk 
because  the  testator  has  by  his  will  expressly  provided 
that  which  the  law  provided  in  those  cases.    The  testator 
in  this  case  has  expressly  said,  that  the  provision  for  Al- 
fredf  who  was  a  child  of  his  first  marriage,  and  for  the 
children  of  his  second  marriage  is  only  to  take  effect  in 
favour  of  those  children  who  may  be  living  at  the  death  of 
the  testator  s  wife,  in  such  manner  and  in  such  proportions 


(a)  11  Beav.  438. 

(6)  Sugd.  Pow.,  App.,  No.  23. 

(c)  1  Ves.  jun.  299. 


(d)  3  Sim.  613. 

(e)  2  C.  &  F.  453. 


CASES  IN  CHANCEBY.  181 

\  the  wife  should  by  will  direct,  provided  only  that  the        1863. 
\  or  part  assigned  to  Alfred  Augustus  Fry  should  not   nbath«bwat 
|%l«ttUer  than  the  share  or  part  assigned  to  any  one  of  his         J'- 

\  iTry* 

|#il«]fe  Honwyr's  own  children.    If  the  will  had  stopped         

IAm^  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  if  A  Ifred  had  died  in  the       "*V**^- 

\  of  the  wife,  he  would  have  taken  no  share  whatever 
llltho  fiind.  The  question  in  that  case  would  never  have 
He  would  have  been  excluded,  and  the  question 
'  tf  his  share  being  smaller  could  not  have  occurred.  This 
■ikes  me  remark  at  once,  with  reference  to  the  argument 
Alt  the  clause  commencing  "  moreover"  &c.  should  be  con- 
ftned  as  referring  to  the  appointment,  and  also  to  the 
gft  in  ds&Lvliy  that,  except  for  that  clause,  the  wife  was 
bud  in  any  appointment  which  she  might  make  to 
odnde  Alfred  altogether.  The  will  proceeds,  "  if  my 
wiwife  Honnor  shall  neglect  or  omit  to  make  any  such 
mnfriation  thereof,''  which  was  to  be  among  the  surviv- 
ivdaUren  only,  ''then  and  in  that  case  it  shall  be  di- 
iiirf  equally,  share  and  share  alike,  amongst  all  my  chil- 
Att  living  at  the  time  of  my  said  wife  Honnor  s  decease, 
"^ming  my  said  son  Alfred  AuguskLS,  if  then  alive.'' 
So  again,  if  she  makes  an  appropriation,  it  is  to  be  only 
mongthe  children  then  living;  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
■at  the  fund  is  to  be  divided  equally  among  the  children 
wiio  may  be  alive  at  her  death. 

Then  comes  the  clause  upon  which  the  question  must 
viiolly  turn:  "Moreover,  my  mind  and  will  is,  that,  if  any 
ddld  or  children  should  happen  to  die  previously  to  the 
lliiih  of  my  said  wife  Honnor,  but  having  been  married  and 
liaiiiig  a  child  or  children,  issue  of  such  marriage,  then  such 
fikiU  or  children  shall  have  and  enjoy  the  part  or  share, 
parts  or  shares  respectively  of  their  late  parent  so  dying  be- 
fate  the  death  of  my  said  wife  Honnor/'    Mr.  Russell  says, 
that  this  clause  must  apply  as  well  to  the  case  of  an  ap- 
pointment being  made  of  any  sharC;  as  to  the  case  of  no  ap- 
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profviadoii  or  appcMiitiiieBt  bang 

dmaon  among  mil  thediildrai  Kringit  dv 

yriSt.  incfaidiiig  the  testator  s  son  bj  bis 

Tbe  arnment  dq^ends  merelj  ^Mm  tbe  ase  of  tlie 

^  share.''  and  there  is  this  adtantage  in  & 

gomenc  that  ochoirisejoa  mast  give  to  the 

a  sense  vhidi   is  not  its  strict  EcenI 

cannot,  in  trath.  mean  the  share  of  anr  child 

the  li&dme  of  the  wife,  becaose  onbr  the  chiUren 

snrriTed  her  were  to  take  anj  share  at  alL     Bu  I 

that  is  not  an  uncommon  error  in  will^  and  dv 

b  perfectly  intel%ible   The  testator  sajs,  "*  Sbbl  I 

that  all  mr  chiLlrea  who  son  lie  mr  wife 

^ares:  bot  I  recollect  th^c  scmeof  them  maj 

her,  aa*i  then  I  saj.  that  if  any  die  in  her  1 

childrai  shall  take  his  share.'    The  correct 

wonLl  baTe  been.  -^  the  :^tare  which  he  would  hsie 

if  he  hai  snniTed.^    There  ^  dh?  drtfifcTnltr  in 

in^  the  woni  *^  share ''  in  that  sense.     If  jon  ca 

cher.  an*!  say  diat  it  is  to  be  referred  also  to  die 

jji  ai7c«>uiument.  and  thac  die  chiLirai  rf  anT 

chfLi  ihiill  ciike  the  share  which  ^^  parens  wovU  biM 

cuen  by  appoincmenc.  diac  woixLi  involTe  a  grea^  dB- 

ctxiDr  becaoise  whar  share  was  ukeij  co  be  appomfiailPft 

chlLi  whij.  haTuxg  ilea  in  dte  Sferime  <jf  the  wi£^  oaH 

HOC  tuike  by  appoincnenc  ac  aH     $«ine  of  dte 

vMiiId  Gik-f  eidier  by  appoinonenc  'ir  in  artimig  of 

meniL  exirepc  diijise  who  saonlti  be  Irving  as  the  wiSAi 

dearJT.     The  number  ami  die  annnxnc  of  die 

Sik^n  in  iecmic  it  ;ippoLzicnienc  oooiii  m&i  be 

•pertained:  ban  wO  make  die  oianse  anpliicable  xo  a 

which  wjulii  aniy  esisc  when  die  ;ippoinciienc  w 

is  mptvTnir  ^c  Zfj  iumediini;  beyjnu.  ^**  reach  ^jf 

dua«  lad  dier*!  wrjold  be  au  po^t^ibilicy  jf  ietezminin^  At 

,4muuac  jf  ^uca  soai^     Mr  i^iMaiM^  sajs  diac  die  wife  was 

aoc  ^ie  Oi  *timini>h  A'rmus soans  beiow  die  share  oiwmf 
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IjClMr  own  children;  so  that,  if  the  appointment  had  taken         1863. 
she  must  have  given  to  him  one-sixth  or  one-seventh 
I  fond.     But,  I  must  observe,  that  she  might  have 
to  Alfred  a  larger  share  than  to  any  of  the  other 

and,  therefore,  on  this  construction,  there  can      •^*«*^«»'* 
BO  definite  meaning  given  hj  the  words  which  direct 
the  parts  or  shares  of  the  children  so  dying  in  the 
le  of  the  wife  are  to  go  to  their  children.   The  whole 
j^wry  is  based  on  a  bad  foundation  in  this  respect    The 
i3i  Alfred,  if  he  had  been  alive  at  her  death,  the 
fnfe  oould  not  have  diminished 'below  a  certain  propor- 
Imd;  and  it  is  said  that  this  clause  is  to  be  taken  as  apply- 
ag  to  his  share  not  being  less  than  that  of  the  other 
dUdien.    But^  in  truth,  under  the  will  Alfred  was  not  to 
;hm  any  share  unless  he  was  alive  at  the  wife's  death; 
'  m1  ike  wife  had  the  complete  power,  nay,  an  absolute 
of  appointing  the  fund  among  children  then 
ttcluding  those  who  might  have  previously  died. 
JtJmgoing  in  a  circle  to  say  that  Alfred*8  share  was  as- 
Mimed,  and  that,  therefore,  this  clause  must  apply  to 
In;  for  he  had,  in  fact,  no  share,  because  there  was  no 
pover  of  appointing  to  him  at  all.     The  testator  had,  in 
Mh,  given  him  no  interest  whatever  in  the  particular 
eioit  which  occurred;  and  I  cannot  see  how  I  am  in  his 
cue  more  than  in  that  of  the  other  children  to  consider 
Ae  word  "share''  as  applicable  to  the  amount  of  the 
ikare  which  might  have  been  appointed  to  him.    It  would 
bean  extraordinary  construction  to  say,  that  I  could  apply 
Ae  clause  in  this  manner  to  his  share,  and  not  to  those 
iKch  might  have  been  appointed  to  the  other  children. 
Oandering  the  clause  to  apply  only  to  the  shares  to  be 
tiken  by  the  children  in  default  of  appointment,  it  has 
»  perfectly  sensible  construction,  if  you  supply  the  words 
"the  share  which  such  child  would  have  taken  if  he  had 
swvived'' — words  which  could  not  be  supplied  with  re- 
ference to  an  appointment,  though  they  might  be  as  to 
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1853.        the  gift  in  default    Mr.  RrisseU  says,  that  the  sal 

clause  in  the  will  is  to  operate  whether  there  is  an 
pointment  or  not;  and  I  think  that  that  is  the  true  ooi 
tion;  but  that  clause  has  no  reference  to  a  share  or  < 
Judgment  }y^i[Qj^  It  is  in  effect,  if  all  the  children  die  without] 
issue,  then  the  testator  gives  all  to  his  wife  Hownor. 
is  an  entirely  separate  matter.  The  only  authority  ( 
which  had  any  bearing  was  the  case  of  Fox  v.  Qreggi^ 
which,  I  think  however,  is  widely  different  firom  thia 
case  was  very  peculiar ;  and  Lord  St  Leonards  does  not  i 
to  have  approved  of  the*  decision,  although  he  argued  i 
case  and  succeeded  in  his  argument  The  deci^ony  ] 
ever,  was  upon  very  different  circumstances,  and  i 
me  to  have  proceeded  upon  a  ground  which  affords  a  | 
foundation  for  it  That  case  was  decided  by  Mr.  Jv 
ffedOi  and  Mr.  Justice  Le  Blanc,  assisted  by  the  Chaao 
of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  There  was  there,  first,  i 
to  pay  and  divide  among  the  testator's  cousins, 
of  certain  persons  named,  in  such  shares  and  proper 
manner  and  form,  as  the  testator's  wife  should  by  de 
will  appoint;  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  the 
continued,  "I  give  and  bequeath  the  same  unto  mjmiik' 
cousins  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  share  aai 
share  alike."  Therefore,  there  was  a  direct  and 
diate  bequest  to  the  cousins  named  in  the  will ;  and  1 
the  testator  continued,  '^  and  it  is  my  will  and  mind  ikifc 
the  child  and  children  of  such  of  my  cousins  as  are  noir» 
or  at  the  time  of  my  decease  may  be,  dead,  or  of  sadi  of 
them  who  shall  die  during  the  life  of  my  said  wife,  shall 
stand  in  the  place  of  their  deceased  parent  or  parents^  and 
be  entitled  to  such  interest  and  benefit  as  the  parent  or 
parents  of  such  child  or  children  would  have  been  entitled 
to  by  this  my  will  in  case  he  or  she  had  survived  my  said 
wife.''    The  testator  had  not  given  anything,  and  oould 

(a)  Sugd.  Pow.,  A  pp.,  No.  23. 
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» gLye  aiiTtlimg,  by  his  will  to  the  children  of  deceased        1853. 
who  might  be  then  dead ;  and,  therefore,  the  di- 
could  not  be  applied  solely  to  the  gift  in  default, 
I  must  be  to  persons  in  esse;  and  the  testator  direct- 
the  children  of  cousins  who  were  then  dead  or 
i  die  in  his  wife's  lifetime  should  stand  in  the  place 
r  parent&  That  clause,  however,  does  not  contain  the 
'share''  which  occasions  the  difficulty  in  this  casa 
litnly  provides  that  the  children  shall  stand  in  the  place 
*  Aieir  parents.    The  testator  had  given  to  his  wife  a 
of  appointment  among  cousins;  then  he  recollects 
bhe  may  have  had  cousins  who  may  have  died,  or  may 
I  die,  leaving  children;  and  he  directs  that  such 
.  should  be  put  in  the  place  of  their  parents  who  so 
;  and  the  Court  held,  that  the  direction  applied  to  the 
|jPMi;«id  that  the  execution  was  bad,  because  no  proper 
it  was  made  to  the  children  of  the  deceased 
I  think  that  that  is  extremely  wide  of  the  case 
^JMrMbre  the  Court    The  testator  here  attempted  to 
for  Alfred,  and  omitted  one  contingency.     If 
JU^hi  survive  the  wife,  and  the  wife  should  make  an  ap- 
fointment^  he  is  to  be  included ;  if  Alfred  should  die  in 
Ae  Bfeiime  of  the  wife  leaving  children,  and  the  wife 
ibovldmake  no  appointment,  Alfred's  children  are  to  take 
Us  share.     There  is  a  third  case,  which  has  happened, 
iimdy,  that  Alfred  has  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife, 
sad  she  has  made  an  appointment,  and  in  that  case  no 
fBOfision  is  made  for  Alfred  or  his  children.   It  frequently 
wars,  even  in  wills  constructed  with  elaborate  care,  that 
Ms  one  of  the  numerous  contingencies  to  which  human 
ft  is  subject,  is  in  this  manner  unforeseen  and  unpro- 
nkd  for.    There  must  be  a  declaration  that  none  but  the 
nniviDg  children  took  under  the  appointment;  and  the 
W8t8  of  all  parties,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  must 
^  paid  out  of  the  fund. 
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1853.  ' 

THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  THE  EARL  OF  ' 
^^J-*  POWIS.  I 

SiaiMie^Cm-    KiNG  ED  WARD  the  Sixth,  by  letters  patent  dated  thd 
^^^J^'^^     10th  of  February,  in  the  sixth  year  of  his  reign,  A.D.  l£5a 

tenting  to  a 

lAving — ^  Cmteris  parUmt*''  re/erred  to  QuaUfioatUmi  hefort  mentioned. 


By  the  38  Geo.  3,  c.  bcTiii.,  intituled  An  Act  for  the  better  goyemment  and  regulation  of  the 
Imry  School,  the  preamble  of  which  recited  certain  grants  to  the  bailifi  and  burgeaaet  of  Shrewdm^i 
inclndinff  that  of  the  presentation  to  the  liying  of  St.  Mary^  as  having  been  made  for  the  advancMM^ 
of  the  school,  and  referred  to  certain  rules  and  ordinances  touching  the  reyenucs  and  govemment  • 
the  school  (some  of  which  rules  prescribed  that  the  persons  from  time  to  time  i^>pointed  to  serf«ll 
ministiy  in  the  church  of  St  Mary  should  be  such  a  fit  man  as  had  been  brought  up  at  the  *dMl| 
and  a  graduate,  being  a  burgess's  son  of  Shrewebury,  if  any  such  could  be  found) ;  and  also  oM^ 
that  many  of  the  existing  nues  had  been  found  inexpedient;  and  that  it  would  tend  to  the  adi 
ment  and  good  of  the  school  that  other  rules  better  adapted  to  the  present  situation  of  the 
and  more  calculated  for  the  due  management  of  its  reyenues,  should  be  established:  it  was  e 
that  the  existing  rules  should  be  repealed;  and,  amongst  other  things,  it  was  declared,  that  theq^ 
of  nomination  to  St.  Marjft  was  in  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  assistants  of  ShrewMmry^  and  diil^ 
successors;  and  it  was  enacted,  that  they  should  appoint  **  a  fit  and  proper  person  duly  quidified  Moorf* 
ing  to  Uiw,^  provided  that  in  such  appointment  such  person  should  be  preferred,  csBteris  paribai,ilft; 
should  have  been  brought  up  at  the  school,  and  should  be  a  graduate,  and  also  the  son  of  a  boBMl- 
of  Skrewdmry;  and  if  there  were  no  buigess's  son  of  that  description,  then  a  preference  shoaHltf- 
giyen  in  like  manner  to  such  person  of  the  above  description  bom  in  C.  Except  that  it  ahoalAll 
hiwful  to  bestow  the  living  upon  either  of  the  masters  of  the  said  school  after  he  should  havtit* 
signed  his  mastership,  notwithstanding  any  such  claim  or  preference  as  aforesaid;  and  that  Mh.| 
master  should  be  capable  of  holding  the  living  **  equally  the  same  as  if  he  had  been  of  the  dmeof^ 
tion  hereinbefore  mentioned  :*' — Heldy  that  the  words  **  casteris  paribus  '*  in  the  statute  referred  to  ^ 
previously  specified  qualification  of  being  fit  and  proper,  and  duly  qualified  according  to  law,  flA 
not  to  the  general  qualifications  of  a  candidate  for  the  duties  of  a  clergyman. 

In  construing  an  Act  of  Parliament  or  any  other  instrument  the  Court  is  at  liberty  to  iifinl 
the  state  of  the  law  at  the  time,  and  the  fects  which  the  preamble  or  recitals  of  the  Act  or  iatfne 
ment  prove  to  have  been  the  existing  circumstances  at  the  time  of  its  preparation. 

Construing  this  statute  by  the  aid  of  the  preamble,  it  was  intended  to  benefit  the  school;  bitil 
would  not  be  a  benefit  to  de  school,  i^  by  the  words  ^  cseteris  paribus,"  the  scholars,  in  ths  etob 
petition  for  these  livings,  were  to  be  brought  into  comparison  with  any  other  candidates  who  wa^ 
offer,  and  the  trustees  were  directed  to  choose  out  of  all  the  candidates  the  one  whom  they  mapX 
think  possessed  the  highest  qualifications  for  the  ofiice  of  a  clergyman. 

Such  a  trust  would  be  extremely  vague  and  unsatisfectory,  and  might  lead  to  an  absurd  reiil^ 

for  the  general  qualifications  for  holy  orders  are  so  numerous,  and  the  trustees  might  differ  so 

much  as  to  their  relative  importance,  that  it  might  happen  that  they  would  concur  to  elect  tons 

,  person  not  a  scholar,  each  for  a  different  reason,  when  all  thought  the  school  candidate  to  be 

superior  in  every  respect  save  that  which  influenced  their  respective  votes. 

The  direction  to  the  trustees  to  appoint  a  **  fit  and  proper  person  ^  is  not  mere  surplusage,  bol 
restricts  their  choice  within  narrower  limits  than  that  of  an  ordinary  patron,  who  may  appoint  any 
one,  subject  only  to  the  bishop's  power  to  reject  the  nominee ;  for  instance,  these  wo^  woiild 
render  it  improper  for  the  trustees  to  appoint  a  very  old  man,  which  the  bishop  could  not  prevent 

The  words  **  cseteris  paribus '"  are  necessarily  limited  by  the  subject  to  which  they  apply.  In 
this  statute  they  were  applied  not  to  the  qualifications  of  a  schoolmaster,  or  any  other  profeasioa 
but  that  of  a  clergyman,  and  there  is  authority  as  well  as  reason  for  limiting  these  words  further 
to  those  qualifications  only  which  were  previously  specified  in  the  Act;  and  although  the  word 
^  paria  **  implies  comparison,  yet,  as  no  mode  of  examination  was  suggested  in  the  Act,  and  as  the 
power  of  nomination  was  given  to  a  body  not  peculiarly  well  fitted  to  conduct  such  an  examinatimi, 
and  it  was  not  required  in  terms  that  they  should  select  the  most  fit  person,  it  was  most  probably 
the  intention  of  the  legisUture  that  the  words  should  be  so  limited. 
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lEpNk  the  petition  as  well  of  the  bailiffs  and  burgesses  and         1353. 
^Uhabitants  of  the  town  of  Shrewsbury,  as  of  other  his  sub- 
^IMteof  the  whole  neighbouring  country,  granted  that  there 
AmU  be  a  grammar  school  in  the  said  town,  which  should 
Ifel-dled  "  The  Free  Grammar  School  of  King  Edward      st^^i^ 
filSixth/'  for  the  education  and  instruction  of  boys  and 
fjudttin  grammar;  and  he  thereby  founded  such  school, 
itoonsist  of  one  master  and  one  under-master.     And  the 
Bag  further  granted  to  the  bailiffs  and  burgesses  of  the 
Iflfn  md  their  successors  certain  tithes  then  lately  be- 
to  the  then  dissolved  college  of  the  Blessed  Mary 
h^SinwBbury  aforesaid,  and  certain  other  tithes,  formerly 
Mmguig  to  the  then  lately  dissolved  college  of  St.  Chad,  in 
fy  to  hold  to  the  said  bailiffs  and  burgesses,  and 
Mrnocessors,  by  fealty  in  free  soccage.    And  he  granted 
Mhtnid  bailiffs  and  burgesses,  and  their  successors,  full 
appoint  a  master  and  under-master  of  the  school 
the  said  places  should  be  vacant ;  and  that  the 
Mtfiriliffs  and  burgesses,  with  the  advice  of  the  Bishop 
nilMfiM  and  Coventry  for  the  time  being,  might  make 
iland  wholesome  statutes  in  writing,  touching  and  con- 
eming  the  order  and  government  of  the  masters  and  of 
the  scholars  of  the  said  school,  and  the  salary  of  the  mas- 
ten^  and  of  other  things  concerning  the  school,  and  the 
flidering  and  disposition  of  the  revenues  appointed  and  to 
be  appointed  for  the  support  of  the  said  school;  and  the 
King  declared  that  the  rents  and  profits,  as  well  of  the 
tithes  and  premises  thereinbefore  granted,  as  of  all  other 
Weditaments  thereafter  to  be  acquired,  should  be  wholly 
Wrerted  and  disposed  to  the  support  of  the  said  school 
fctever. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  23rd  of  May,  in  the  13th 
ywupof  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  a.d.  1571,  and  made 
between  the  said  Queen  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  bai- 
^  and  burgesses  of  the  other  part,  the  Queen,  as  well  for 
^  (^vancement  and  maintenance  of  the  said  Free  Oram- 
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1863.        «MW  School^  as  for  the  maintenance  of  the  service  of  ( 
within  the  chapel  of  Clive  and  AsUey,  granted  to  the  i 
bailiffs  and  burgesses,  and  their  successors,  the  rei 
of  the  rectory  and  parsonage  of  Chirbury,  and  of 
StaiemenL     S^^^^f  tithes,  and  profits  belonging  to  the  same,  then  i 
ject  to  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  granted  in  the  : 
year  of  the  reign  of  King  Edward  the  Sixth,  and  ihb  \ 
vowson  of  the  vicarage  of  Chirbury^  and  the  re^ 
(subject  to  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  granted  in 
eleventh  year  of  the  reign  of  the  said  Queen,)  of 
other  tithes,  lands,  rents,  and  hereditaments,  and  aA  i 
profits  of  the  spiritual  jurisdiction  of  ike  said  late  cdUegsi 
St.  Mary,  and  the  profits  of  the  Easter  book  there; 
which  last-mentioned  tithes,  lands,  rents,  and  pr 
were  parcel  of  the  possessions  of  the  said  late  collie  ol9tk\ 
Mary,  and  certain  other  tithes  and  hereditaments  fo 
ly  belonging  to  the  said  then  late  college  of  St.  Cfhad^  It^^ 
hold  to  the  said  bailiffs  and  burgesses,  and  their  sacoB^t^ 
sors,  paying  to  the  Queen  and  her  successors  the  J^t^i 
rent  of  '\0L12s.  3d.;  and  the  said  bailiffs  and  1uii^niii|r" 
covenanted  to  pay  to  the  archdeacon  of  Salop,  for  sy» 
odals  and  procurations,  out  of  the  church  of  Chirhm% 
yearly,  12.  8«.  2c2.;  and  also  a  pension  of  92L  Qs.  Sd.  j^taij 
to  the  vicar  of  Chirbury,  due  to  him  out  of  the  said  AvBtek 
by  a  composition  real ;  and  also  a  yearly  pension  of  li  1S«» 
6id,  to  the  Bishop  o(  Hereford,  and  his  successors;  aad 
further,  that  they  would,  after  the  expiration  of  the  fiiBi- 
mentioned  lease,  out  of  the  profits  of  the  said  parsonag6^ 
employ  towards  the  maintenance  of  divine  service  in  the 
chapel  of  Clive  the  sum  of  51,,  and  for  the  maintenance  of 
divine  service  in  the  chapel  o{  AsHey,  5L;  and  that  thej 
would  save  the  Queen,  her  heirs  and  successors,  harmless 
from  the  yearly  stipend  of  132.  6«.  Sd  paid  to  the  vicar  of 
St  Mary,  and  from  the  yearly  stipend  of  62.  13s.  4d.  as- 
signed to  the  maintenance  of  a  priest  in  the  said  parish 
church  of  St.  Mary;  and  they  further  covenanted,  that 
they  would  employ  and  bestow, /or  the  better  maintenance 
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A$  mM  Free  Orammanr  School,  aU  the  residue  of  the  2^53 
and  profits  of  the  said  rectory  and  other  the  pre- 
i  which  should  remain  over  and  besides  so  much  as 
.tisfy  the  rent  thereby  reserved  and  other  the  pay- 
thereby  covenanted  to  be  made,  according  to  such 
cmd  constitutions  as  should  be  taJeen  in  that  behalf  by 
AAUm,  clerky  then  schoolmaster  of  the  said  gram- 
Mbool;  and  if  he  should  die  before  any  orders  by  him 
then  according  to  such  orders  and  constitutions  as 
IJMd  be  taken  therein  by  the  Bishop  of  Coventry  and 
^liAfiM  and  the  Dean  of  Lichfield  for  the  time  being 
|l  dat  behalf;  and  that  they  the  said  bailiffs  and  bur- 
ami  successors  should  likewise  stand  to,  perform,  and 
§lfflmiA  rules,  orders,  and  constitutions  as  should  be  taken 
ij^ftmsaid  Thomas  Ashton,  clerk,  touching  the  placing  and 
of  such  as  should  serve  in  the  ministry  in  the  par 
of  St.  Mary,  and  for  and  concerning  the  sti- 
;  Jpt.lri  salary  to  be  paid  to  such  as  should  serve  the 
in  the  same  church;  and  if  the  said  Thomas 
40tBS^  ahould  die  before  any  such  orders  were  made, 
^bin,  according  to  such  rules,  orders,  and  constitutions,  as 
ikiild  be  taken  therein  by  the  said  bishop  and  dean  for 
jho  time  being. 

Ihe  said  Thomas  Ashton,  in  the  year  1578,  made  cer- 
Itti  roles,  orders,  and  constitutions  for  the  purposes  above 
MBtioned,  the  17th  of  which  was  as  follows:  "He  that 
Ai&  be  curate  or  serve  the  ministry  in  the  parish  church 
If  8t  Mary,  in  the  aforesaid  town  of  Salop,  shall  be  such 
tjl  man  as  hath  been  brought  up  in  the  said  school  and  a 
fmkate,  being  a  burgess's  son  of  Shrewsbury,  if  any  such 
Ml  be  found  from  time  to  time,  and  for  default  of  such  a 
hsgess's  son  the  election  to  be  made  of  any  other  such 
ft  nan  that  is  or  shall  be  born  within  the  parish  of  Chir* 
hry,  and  for  default  of  such  then  of  any  of  like  suffi- 
ciency 80  oft  as  the  said  cure  shall  be  void,  by  the  said 
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ig^        baiMs  and  chief  schoolmaster  for  the  time  being: 
in  the  choosing  of  the  same  curate^  the  chief  scho 
shall  be  to  grant  his  voice  freely  to  him  that  he 
most  worthy,  without  either  reward,  bribery,  or  othfl^l 
vin,  fraud,  or  deceit  whatever/' 

The  18th  rule  was  as  follows:  ''  The  foresaid  i 
curate  of  St  Mary's  shall  fit>m  time  to  time  be  there  ] 
dent  personally,  and  shall  not  be  allowed  to  be  absent  ( 
longer  than  one  month  in  the  year  unless  he  be 
with  sickness,  or  else  have  some  other  urgent  hv 
which  to  the  bailiffs  of  the  said  town  and  head  i 
master  shall  be  thought  cause  sufficient  of  his  absence;  t 
that  such  curate  in  his  absence  shall  have  a  sufficient  i 
able  deputy  to  supply  his  office  in  the  time  of  such  i 
or  sickness.'' 

By  the  20th  of  such  rules  it  was  ordered  as  foil 
''  If  the  foresaid  minister,  being  so  elected  and  chosefti 
aforesaid,  shall  happen  to  be  non-resident,  otherwise  i 
is  before  mentioned,  then  he  shall  be  expulsed  forthiAl 
from  the  said  living  and  cure  by  the  said    bailiffi  iii 
head  schoolmaster  for  the  time  being;  and  for  any  oAer 
vice,  fault,  or  crime  to  be  admonished  thrice  by  the  WKfi 
and  head  schoolmaster  aforesaid,  and  then,  if  no  uMUBoir 
ment,  to  be  expulsed  by  the  bailiffs  and  schoolmaster  as 
is  aforesaid.     And  the  like  order  shall  be  observed  to  thtt 
electing,  placing,  and  expulsing  of  him  that  shall  serve  in 
the  vicarage  of  Chirbury  so  oft  as  the  said  cure  shall  be 
void,  so  that  he  which  shall  be  chosen   thereunto  be 
first  preferred  if  he  be  or  shall  be  bom  in  the  aforesaid 
parish  of  Chirbury." 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  11th  of  February,  in  the 
20th  year  of  the  reign  of  Elizabethy  a.  d.  1578,  and  made 
between  Tfumas,  then  Bishop  of  Coventry  and  Lichfidd  of 


a  the  late  head  master  of  the  said  Free  Gram-  skoemau. 
I9  and  Thomas  Laurence  the  head  master  there- 
third  part:  after  reciting,  among  other  things, 
fcteiB  patent  o{  Edward  the  Sixth,  and  the  said 
xf  the  13th  year  of  the  reign  o(  Elizabeth;  and 
id  bailifis  and  burgesses,  with  the  advice  of  the 
t,  had  made  statutes  (according  to  the  tenor  of 
ktters  patent)  for  the  school  and  the  revenues 
eamons  given  by  the  said  Edward  the  Sixth  for 
tiool;  and  that  the  said  Thomas  Ashton  had,  ac- 
the  said  indenture  of  the  13th  year  of  the  reign 
i,  and  by  the  authority  thereof,  ordained  rules 
lation  of,  employing,  and  bestowing  the  residue 
Ques  of  the  premises  given  by  the  said  Queen 
above  the  rent  and  other  payments  thereby 
I  to  be  made)  for  the  better  maintenance  of  the 
i,  and  touching  the  placing  of  such  as  should 
ministry  in  the  parish  church  of  St  Mary  as 
ind  the  stipend  to  be  paid  to  the  minister  there; 
and  rules  and  statutes  were  contained  in  the 
thereto  annexed;  it  was  witnessed  that  the 
[ties  thereto  mutually  covenanted  to  obey  the 
rs,  constitutions,  and  statutes  comprised  in  the 
lies. 

•*♦  nf  Pari  in  mpnfnf  f. lift  5^Rf.li  nffipn  51  p  Ixviii    in- 
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IHAn.        nmtlo  in  tru^t  for  tlie  advancement  and  miunteD 

aTT^UiiNs     ^'^^  ^'^'  achool,  and  reciting  the  covenant  then 

. ,  ^  taiuoti  on  the  part  of  the  bailiffs  and  burgesses  to 

ISt\\  i»        im  Haul  rot«nues  according  to  the  ordinanc^es  to  d 

>wvMi.«^«>      Kv  tht>  maid  TAomcu  A^t<^n,  and  to  obey  such  oid: 

a;!  h<^  «)iou1d  mako  touching  the  placing  and  ordaini] 

ank  «)u\uM  Morv^  th^  ministxr  of  Sl  Manf;  and  that 

T^iW  ai)d  \M>iinanc<ii$  had  been  made  touching  tfa 

n^<«<»  i^f  iIm'  ^^v>1.  and  ako  toudiing  the  govenn 

tW  ^^^vn)  a:r»d  ilw^  a^poinnneni  of  die  masten; 

v^t^Y^t  t)ui  tJM'  )iaalif[$  and  bii3«s»5  of  SkremAm^ 

*>Ntai)ft  cJ^anw  «f  KiM  (Tuarics  ihe  Fitbl  were  Aa 

*"  lW  >w^v«^.  a3*^Jfirmfjn.  aiid  bnri!«s»K  rf lie  tavB  cf J 

>«»/*N  /  a5>A  wviuTu:  tha:  maxj  nf  ^it  fTiKting  n 

A!>d:itM«9K>c([j^  ha£  )l^cai  f^mnf  incxpemem  and  iacl 

a^  jAA^  ^*'Ti)f  :«^-a^/vC  uuc  rcber  niieF  and  fivl 
)vi»«e  a4ii^>i:i<  1^  Uu  iceKOi:  sinucidL  of  lie  aii 
ai^  it>i^^  ;^*«  w»^  i<r  iit<  mit  manaTemsni  wad 

fK;>^   uYvii?r  ¥.'Uv^   ,*%iri*;dus  >^.r*  *isrrsiiinr  iinc  -edi 


V^***^    *rw     t^.    *^r/"»Ti,    'nf^va^v    r.nf^rf:;:    laOBtftcL   dk 


t0i^  and  other  hereditaments  thereafter  to  be  con- 
the  gayemors  and  trustees  and  their  successors. 
Bit  the  benefit  and  maintenance  of  the  said  school, 
le  lig^t  of  presentation,  nomination,  and  appoint- 
ive eoclesiastical  benefices  thereinafter  mentioned, 
bred  to  be  in  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  assist- 
ke  town  of  Shrewsbury.  By  the  same  Act,  pro- 
ioe  made  for  the  appointment  of  the  head  and 
itfters  of  the  said  school,  and  for  their  salaries; 
pH  proyided,  that  the  said  masters  should,  and 
it  thereby  reqidred  to  instruct  in  the  said  school 
ias  should  be  the  legitimate  sons  of  burgesses  of 
ioiShrewAury  gratis,  and  -without  any  fee  or  re- 
iita>eyer.  By  the  24th  section  it  was  enacted, 
surplus  revenues  of  the  school,  after  satisfying 
OSes  thereinbefore  mentioned,  should  be  employed 
ing  exhibitions  in  either  of  the  universities  of  Camr 
r  Ossford  for  scholars  educated  in  the  school  and 
g  the  description  thereinafter  contained;  but  it 
ided,  that  if  the  governors  and  trustees,  and  the 
tlAckfidd  and  Coventry  for  the  time  being,  should 
BD,d  meet  occasion  at  any  time  to  add  to  or  aug- 
i  stipends  and  salaries  of  the  vicar  of  Chirbu/ry, 
fces  of  St.  Mary  and  of  AsUey  and  Clive,  or  any  or 
them,  it  should  be  lawful  to  apply  such  surplus 
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1853.  in  the  goYcmors^  and  that  every  such  election  shon 
had  as  follows:  First,  of  such  scholars  of  the  said 
as  should  be  born  in  the  town  of  ShrewAury  or  i 
suburbs  thereof,  or  in  the  Abbey  Foregate,  being  the] 
statement  timate  SOUS  of  burgesses  of  the  same  town,  if  they  i 
be  found  by  the  governors  meet  for  the  same;  for  ( 
of  sucli,  then  of  such  scholars  as  should  be  bom 
parish  of  Chirbury;  for  default  of  such,  then  of  i 
scholars  as  should  be  bom  within  the  said  county  of  I 
hp;  .but  that  no  person  should  be  eligible  to  sudbi  \ 
tion  unless  he  should  have  duly  attended  the  sidd  i 
for  the  space  of  two  years  immediately  preceding  hii  j 
ing  to  any  college  in  either  of  the  said  universitiei^  \ 
should  have  obtained  from  the  master  of  the  school  a « 
tificate  of  such  attendance,  and  that  such  scholar  i 
qualified  in  respect  of  learning,  and  of  good  mmh  \ 
behaviour;  and  that  in  case  there  should  be  no  suchi 
lars  of  the  description  aforesaid  in  the  said  school ' 
any  vacancy  of  an  exhibition  should  happen,  or  i 
the  person  offering  himself  as  a  candidate  for  the  ] 
should,  in  the  judgment  of  the  governors,  be  unfit  < 
eligible,  either  for  want  of  learning  or  any  other 
the  money  which  would  otherwise  have  been  applied  fb 
the  use  of  such  exhibitioner  should  be  applied  in  wmMt 
thereinbefore  directed  towards  increasing  the  Aiai  fbr 
founding  and  creating  a  new  exhibition,  and  towaris  ift- 
creasing  the  stipends  of  the  vicar  and  curates  afcnreniil 


By  the  28th  section  it  was  enacted  as  follows:  ^*  That  flu 
right  of  nomination,  appointment,  and  presentation  to  flu 
respective  advowsons,  vicarages,  curacies,  and  aU  othe9P«h 
clesiastical  benefices  and  other  ecclesiastical  offices  bekMif' 
ing  and  appertaining  to  the  said  school  (except  the  office  if 
catechist  and  reader),  shall  be  and  is  hereby  declared  to  te 
in  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  assistants  of  the  said  town  oi 
Shrewsbury y  and  their  successors  for  the  time  being  for  evef; 
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I  that  they  shall  and  are  hereby  empowered,  upon  any  fu- 
iTacancy,  either  in  the  said  vicarage  ofChirbury,  cura- 
lof  St.  Mary,  AMey,  or  Clive,  or  any  other  ecclesiastical 

lent^  benefice,  or  other  office  belonging  as  aforesaid       Powi^' 


\  said  school,  (except  that  of  catechist  or  reader,  -which 
Iways  to  be  holden  by  the  head  master  of  the  said  school 
i  hereinbefore  provided),  to  nominate,  appoint,  or  pre- 
,  as  the  case  may  require,  a  fit  and  proper  person  (duly 
.  according  to  law),  to  hold,  possess,  and  enjoy  any 
r  either  of  the  said  benefices  or  other  offices  before  men- 
l;  and  the  said  advowson  or  right  of  presentation  to 
nid  vicarage  of  Ohirbury,  and  the  nomination  to  the 
ive  curacies  of  St.  Marys,  Clive,  and  AsUey,  and  to 
'  ecclesiastical  offices  except  as  before  excepted,  is  and 
I  hereby  vested  in  the  said  mayor,  aldermen,  and  assist- 
i  and  their  successors  for  ever.    Provided  always  that 
.i/^§i$ptsentationy  nomination^  or  appointment  to  the  said 
f^St  Mary's,  Clive,  andAstley,  such  person  shaU  be 
,  fK/Sndd  (coBteris  paribus)  y  who  shall  have  been  brought  wp 
M  Hf  said  school  by  having  been  tiiere  at  least  two  years 
immediatdy  preceding  his  going  to  either  of  the  Universi- 
im  of  Oxford  or  Cambridge,  and  who  shall  be  a  graduate 
if  cms  of  (he  said  universities,  and  also  the  son  of  a  burgess 
^ike  said  town  of  Shrewsbury;  and  if  there  be  no  bur- 
gm's  son  of  this  description,  then  a  preference  shall  be 
gbren  in  like  manner  to  such  person  of  the  above  descrip- 
tion bom  in  the  parish  of  Chirbury  in  the  said  county  of 
Sdop;  and  provided  also  that  in  the  presentation,  nomina- 
l    tioDy  or  appointment  to  the  said  cure  or  vicarage  of  Chir- 
kry,  such  person  shall  be  preferred  (caeteris  paribus), 
iko  shall  have  been  brought  up  at  the  said  school  afore- 
aid,  and  a  graduate  of  one  or  other  of  the  said  two  uni- 
.  iwrities,  and  born  within  the  said  parish  of  Chirbury,  ex- 
«jrf  ihat  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  said  mayor,  al- 
^l^srmen,  and  assistants  to  give  or  bestow  cmy  or  either  of  the 
^  livings  or  benefices  upon  eiiher  of  the  masters  of  the  said 


statement. 
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1863.        school,  after  he  shall  have  resigned  or  vacated  the  ; 
of  head  or  second  master,  notwtthstanding  any  8fich  ( 
or  preference  as  last  aforesaid;  a/nd  swk  head  or 
moMer  shall  he  capable  of  receiving,  holding,  and ; 
^guuemeiu.     ^^^  living  or  benefice  equaJtly  the  same  as  if  he  had  i 
of  the  description  hereinbefore  mentioned". 

The  curacy  of  St  Mary  became  vacant  in  the  mo 
of  August,  1853. 

Many  clergymen  became  candidates,  and  forwarded  1 
timonials;  and  amongst  such  candidates  were  several  por^J 
sons  who  answered  all  the  conditions  of  being  sons  (^  biff- 1 
gesses  of  the  town  of  Shrew Aury,  and  having  been  broug^  I 
up  at  the  said  school  by  having  been  there  at  least  t«*  < 
years  immediately  preceding  their  going  to  one  of  Ai.J 
said  Universities,  and  who  were  graduates  of  one  of  till, 
said  Universities,  and  fit  and  proper  persons  (duly  qittfr 
fied  according  to  law).  One  of  these  was  the  Rev.  Oea0r 
Sandford,  ** 

The  Rev.  Fra/ncis  Morse  was  at  the  same  time  a  candi- 
date for  the  said  appointment  He  was  educated  at  the 
school;  but  was  not,  as  the  trustees  knew,  the  son  cf  a 
burgess  of  the  said  town  of  Shrew^ry.  The  tnutoei, 
however,  after  considerable  deliberation,  elected  him  bj 
a  majority  of  votes.  . 

An  information  was  filed  against  the  trustees  and  the 
Rev.  Oeorge  Sandford  and  the  Rev.  Francis  Morse,  as  De- 
fendants, stating  these  facts,  and  praying  that  it  might  be 
declared  that  the  said  Francis  Morse  was  not  duly  elected 
or  duly  nominated  to  the  said  curacy;  and  that  the  said 
election  and  nomination  were  respectively  void;  and  that 
the  said  Francis  Morse  might  be  ordered  to  deliver  up 
the  license  granted  to  him  by  the  Lord  Bishop  of  Lithr 
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to  be  cancelled;  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the 

of  a  burgess  of  Shretudmryy  being  a  fit  and  proper 

(duly  qualified  according  to  law),  and  who  had 

i  brought  up  in  the  said  school,  by  having  been  there 

ikttt  two  years  immediately  preceding  his  going  to 

r  of  the  said  Universities,  and  who  was  a  graduate  of 

)  of  the  said  Universities,  was  entitled  to  be  preferred  in 

)  nomination  to  any  of  the  said  benefices  to  any  candi- 

p^not  being  such  son  of  a  burgess;  or  that  the  rights  of 

i  of  burgesses  and  other  parties  in  respect  of  the  said 

\  might  be  declared;  that  the  said  trustees  might 

•  keodered  to  proceed  forthwith  to  a  new  election  to  the 

I  eoracy  of  St.  Mary;  that  a  scheme  might  be  settled, 

vderthe  direction  of  the  Court,  for  regulating  the  admin- 

ktaitioii  of  the  trusts  under  which  the  patronage  of  the 

■ULlaiefices  was  held  by  the  said  trustees;  and  that  the 

wkhmicia  Morse  might  be  restrained  by  injunction  from 

ffawng  divine  service  in  the  said  church  of  St  Mary^ 

wti  tmsk  reading  therein  the  articles  and  other  matters 

itfoired  to  be  read  by  a  curate  licensed  to  a  church  on 

tddng  possession  thereof,  and  from  doing  or  causing  to 

ht  done  any  act,  matter,  or  thing  to  put  himself  into  pos- 

aenon  of  the  said  curacy  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said 

dectiony  nomination,  and  license,  or  any  of  them;  and 

ihat  the  said  Lord  Bishop  of  Lichfield  might  be  restrained 

by  injunction  from  granting  any  new  or  other  license  to 

the  said  Francis  Morse  founded  upon  the  said  election  and 

tkomination,  or  either  of  them. 


1863. 


StaUmenlU 


This  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  in  the  terms  of  the 
P>iyer. 


Mr.  iJoft,  Q.C.,  and  TAx,  Kenyon  for  the  motion. — The 
property  and  right  of  presenting  to  this  living  were  given 
originally  for  the  support  and  benefit  oi  Shrewsbury  School 
on  the  dissolution  of  certain  monasteries;  and  the  purpose 
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1863.         ^^  ^^^  grant  being  for  the  advantage  of  this  partic 
school  was  confirmed  by  Ashtons  ordinances.     The  < 
of  the  Stat.  38  Geo.  3,  a  IxviiL  -was  to  create  new  i 
not  to  alter  the  rights  of  property  nor  the  beneficial  oi 
^  ship  of  the  living.    The  benefice,  and  all  advantage  ( 

were  still  intended  to  belong  to  the  school.  In  the  cas^j 
In  re  The  Shrewfimry  School  (a),  Lord  Cottefiham,  ini 
swer  to  the  argument  upon  this  very  statute^  thai  i 
right  of  presentation  to  this  living  was  not  a  chariti 
trust  within  the  meaning  of  the  Municipal  Cor 
Act,  5  &  6  Will  4,  a  76,  said,  that  the  28th  section  ( 
38  Geo.  3,  c.  Ixviii.  "efiects  all  that  could  have  been  i 
for  the  benefit  of  the  school  from  such  property.  It  < 
scribes  the  benefices  ds  belonging  to  the  school.  It  profal^l 
bly  was  thought,  that,  in  order  to  secure  the  presentitioii 
of  proper  persons  to  these  benefices,  it  was  safer  to  VBlt^ 
the  right  of  presentation  in  a  body  not  capable  of  bovg  ] 
personally  benefited  by  it,  rather  than  in  the  corpoiaiHB 
of  the  trustees  of  the  school;  but  it  provides,  that  a(i|^v 
ference  shall  be  given  in  the  presentations  to  peiMil;i 
educated  at  the  school,  being  sons  of  burgesses  or  li^ 
habitants  of  Chirburyy  and  a  preference  over  these  is  to  li 

given  to  retired  masters  of  the  school It  was  sii^ 

that,  as  there  was  to  be  only  a  preference  in  case  of  eqiilitf 
of  other  qualifications,  and  as  the  corporation  were  to  he 
judges  of  such  equality,  the  Act  would,  in  effect,  give  to 
the  corporation  the  unrestricted  patronage.  No  doubt  ihe 
duties  of  such  a  trust  are  easily  evaded ;  and  it  is  difficult 
to  prove  a  breach  of  such  a  trust;  but  it  is  nevertheless  a 
trust,  and  one  of  which  the  abuse,  if  proved,  would  be 
corrected Their  trust  strictly  was  to  present  de- 
serving persons  from  amongst  the  favoured  class,  and  it  is 
only  on  failure  of  such  persons  that  the  right  of  presen- 
tation without  restriction  was  to  be  exercised  by  them. 

(a)  1  My.  &  Cr.  632. 
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,  aeems  to  me  impossible,  upon  any  construction  of  the        i853. 
dl  Act^  to  contend  that  these  ecclesiastical  benefices 
not  Tested  in  the  corporation,  in  part,  at  least,  for 
■benefit  of  the  school'" 


Ihe  objection  to  this  must  depend  solely  upon  the 

(instructifhi  of  the  words  of  the  statute.    The  question 

be,  whether  the  expression   "caeteris  paribus"  in 

taction  28  imposes  upon  the  trustees  the  duty  of  se- 

lecdng  the  person  who  has  the  highest  qualifications  in 

die  whole  curriculum  of  learning  among  all  the  candi- 

datei  presented  to  them,  or  whether,  if  an  unobjectionable 

cudidate  of  the  favoured  class  be  presented,  he  is  not  to 

be  preferred.    Now,  in  this  28th  section,  there  is,  first,  a 

fOBtiTe  enactment,  then  a  proviso  narrowing  that,  and 

An  an  exception  narrowing  the  effect  of  the  proviso. 

Atlfect  of  the  whole  section  is,  that  the  person  to  be 

must  first  be  fit  and  proper;  and  if  the  head  or 

master  be  a  candidate  with  that  qualification,  he 

Jilobe  preferred;  and  next  to  such  master,  the  son  of  a 

bmgeesy  being  a  fit  and  proper  person,  is  to  be  chosen. 

The  University  College  case  (a)   differed  essentially  from 

ibis;  because  there,  by  the  terms  of  the  statute  for  the 

dection  to  the  fellowship,  there  was  to  be  in  the  first 

plioe  a  comparison  of  candidates,  and  the  person  to  be 

dected  was  to  be  in  several  specified  requirements  "  magis 

aptns,'"  and  the  words  ^'  csBteris  vero  paribus  ille  prtefera- 

tor  qui"  &c.,  were  only  used  subsequent  to  this  direction. 

—They  referred  also  to  Ex  parte  Wrangham  (b). 

Mr.  L.  Bird  for  two  of  the  five  trustees  who  were  out- 
wted  in  the  appointment. — But  for  the  Act  of  Geo.  3  any 
candidate  educated  at  the  school,  who  was  the  son  of  a 
Wgess,  and  a  fit  and  proper  person,  would  have  the  pre- 
ference over  all  others  who  were  not  sons  of  burgesses;  and 
the  Words  "  caeteris  paribus"  in  the  Act  are  the  only  words 

(a)  2  Ph.  621.  (6)  2  Vea  jun.  609. 
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that  can  alter  this  rule.   The  interpretation  irhich,  in  1 
case,  has  been  pat  upon  these  words  is  iiot  only 
and  unnatural,  but  uncertain  and  indefinite — riolen^^ 
cause  it  takes  away  a  benefit  intended  for  this 
which,  to  it,  is  of  great  value;  and  indefinite, 
the  member  of  the  particular  class  is  to  be  equal  ia^ 
respects  to  any  other  candidate,  and  especially  in  ] 
learning,  there  is  hardly  any  possibility  of  de 
among  many  which  is  the  best    The  qualifications  ^ 
fit  a  man  for  the  office  of  a  parish  priest  are  in  the 
very  numerous;  and  these  may  be  viewed  by  the  1 
in  extremely  different  lights.    One  may  prefer  a  < 
because  he  is  poor;   another  may  choose  one  who 
wealth  to  distribute  in  charity.  Mere  advancement  in  1 
ing  could  scarcely  be  thought  by  any  one  to  be  a  i 
qualification  for  such  an  office.    Many  may  think  that  i 
of  the  first  requisites  is,  that  experience  in  life  and  1 
ledge  of  human  nature  which  fit  a  clergjrman  to  be  1 
friend  and  counsellor  of  the  poor  in  worldly  mattei^jf^^l 
well  as  by  virtue  of  his  sacred  office  their  spiritual  g0^  \ 
But  if  the  words  "  caeteris  paribus"  are  read  as  refia 
to  the  qualifications  previously  mentioned   in   the  Adi 
namely,  that  the  nominee  should  be  "a  fit  and  proper  per* 
son  duly  qualified   according  to  law,"  their  meaning  il 
reasonable;  because  it  then  leaves  the  benefit  intended  ftr 
the  school  untouched.     And  this  construction  is  the  nsr 
tural  way  of  reading  the  Act;  for  these  words,  "  a  fit  ami 
proper  person,"  &c.  are  not  contained  in  the  proviso,  which, 
standing  alone,  would  authorise  the  trustees  to  appoint 
any  candidate  who  was  brought  up  at  the  school,  and  who 
was  a  graduate  of  either  of  the  Universities  and  the  son 
of  a  burgess,  whether  he  was  a  fit  person  or  not.     But>  to 
shew  that  this  was  not  intended,  the  words  "  caeteris  pari- 
bus'' were  introduced  into  the  proviso;  and  the  "caetera" 
there  mentioned  are  those  qualifications  only  which  it 
had  been  previously  stipulated  should  be  essential  to  the 
election  of  any  one.     This  construction  makes  the  last 


quiflite  "caetera,"'  and  they  are  supposed  to  include 
sndoinnents  and  all  kinds  of  varied  qualifications, 
I  last  dause  is  unintelligible;  for,  in  that  case,  the 
i(Mi  before  mentioned  would  contain  nothing  posi- 
lefinite,  and  the  clause  could  only  mean,  that  the 
Digfat  be  elected,  thoiigh  inferior  to  the  other  can- 
Unless  this  be  the  construction  the  Act  of  Par- 
irould  have  inflicted  an  injury  upon  the  school ; 
J  livings  were  intended  to  offer  a  prospect  of  ad- 
^nt  to  the  scholars  of  this  particular  school;  and  it 
e  very  little  to  their  advantage,  if,  in  a  contest  for 
entation,  they  were  exposed  to  competition  with 
est  of  England.  Moreover,  the  appointment  is  bad; 
all  the  trustees  have  not  concurred  [The  Vicb- 
:xoB. — I  think  that  the  Court  would  compel  the 
snce  of  the  minority  rather  than  allow  the  pre- 
n  to  lapse  for  want  of  it.] 


^ryw 


' 


'dwyn  for  Mr.  Scmdford, 


Uiean,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Denisan  for  the  trustees  who 
ed  for  Mr.  Morse. — The  question  is  entirely  upon 
itmction  of  the  stat  38  Geo.  S,  c.  Ixviii.  which  has 
er  superseded  Ashton's  ordinances  and  the  original 
ion  of  the  charity;  nor  can  these  be  regarded  in 
oing  the  true  construction  of  the  Act  It  is  not 
nable  to  suppose  that  the  legislature  thought  that 
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Argument, 


As  to  what  the  statute  actually  provided,  the  words 
the  28th  section  standing  alone  are  too  clear  for  doi 
The  words  '^  cseteris  paribus/'  as  there  used,  can  have 
other  meaning  than  that  the  best  man  that  offered  shi 
be  preferred;    nor  does  the  construction  for  which 
contend  take  away  all  preference  from  the  Sh^ 
scholars;  for  the  persons  who  are  to  appoint  would 
naturally  and  justly  feel  some  partiality  for  men  who 
been  educated  at  that  school,  which  might  (as,  no  douM^^ 
it  has  happened  in  many  cases,)  incline  the  balance,  whflft^ 
otherwise  equally  poised,   in  their  favour.     [The  Via** 
Chancellor. — ^The  proviso  is  imperative  in  form.]    Bil 
some  limit  must  be  put  upon  that;  for  it  could  not  be  in* 
tended  that  the  son  of  a  burgess,  who  might  only  jml 
answer  the  other  requisites,  should  be  appointed  in  pr^. 
ference  to  other  candidates,  possibly  of  the  greatest  ear 
nence,  who  were  not  sons  of  burgesses.     The  comnA 
meaning  of  the  words  "  cseteris  paribus''  refers  to  A 
qualifications  whatever.    [The  Vice-Chancblloe. — ^In  lli.. 
decided  cases  these  words  have  been  referred  only  to  p# 
viously  mentioned  requisites,]     But  "  fit  and  proper  aii 
duly  qualified  according  to  law,"  which  are  the  only  qnali* 
fications  previously  mentioned  in  this  statute,  are  requi- 
sites of  the  law  which  it  was  needless  to  stipulate  for;  and 
the  expression  of  these  requisites  is  mere  surplusage.  The 
Act  must  be  read  as  if  those  words  had  not  been  there. 
[The  Vicb-Chancbllor. — The  question  is,  whether  thoie 
words,  "fit  and  proper,"  refer  to  absolute  or  relative  fit^ 
ness.    The  difficulty  in  your  way  is,  that  the  whole  scheme 
of  the  Act,  as  Lord  CoUenham  seems  to  have  thou^t^ 
was  to  benefit  the  Shrewsbury  School.]     The  question 
here  is  rather,  whether  it  was  intended  to  benefit  the  bur- 
gesses, for  both  candidates  were  educated  at  the  school 
The  Act  changed  the  rights  in  other  ways.     The  object 
of  the  statute  was  to  provide  for  the  more  beneficial  ad- 
ministration of  this  charity  in  all  respects.    The  construe- 
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of  the  relators  would  leave  the  matter  as  though        ^h^^, 

jCb  ordinances  had  never  been  abolished.    No  ques- 

\  properly  arose  upon  these  words  before  Lord  Gotten- 

He  only  had  to  determine  whether  the  persons  in 

the  appointment  was  vested  were  trustees  within 

BBeaning  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act.  [The  Vice- 

iCBLLoa. — If  they  are  trustees  they  must  be  amenable 

t  tbis  Court  for  any  breach  of  trust;  but  in  what  way 

i  this  Court  try  whether  one  clerk  was  in  all  respects 

'  qualified  than  another.]     That  is  a  difficulty  which 

\  inherent  in  the  nature  of  such  a  trust;  but,  hotwith- 

;  the  number  of  such  trusts  that  exist,  there  have 

[koifew  or  no  appeals  against  the  decisions  of  the  trustees. 

EpheViCB-CHANCELLOB. — By  the  last  clause  of  the  28th  sec- 

[liBniicoordiDg  to  your  construction,  the  head  master  may 

hl||ointed,  though  inferior  to  the  other  candidates.]    Or 

if  tfMl;  but  the  head  master  has  been  subjected  to  a 

WKtHag  examination  previously  to  being  elected  master, 

Mf  ilerefore  it  is  not  necessary  to  compare  him  with  the 

itter  candidates.    It  is  not  necessary  that  the  trustees 

Aoald  be  unanimous:  Attomey-Oeneral  Y.Davy  (a),  Sey- 

•our  V.  Bennett (b)y  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Scott  {c),  ReBelov- 

d  wakes'  Charity  (d). 

Mr.  Ehndey^  Q.  C,  for  Mr.  Morse. — The  real  question  is, 
to  nhat  extent  the  proviso  limits  the  powers  of  the  trus- 
tee!? The  words  "  caeteris  paribus,"  standing  alone,  are 
<pite  general;  and  if  there  is  any  limitation  put  upon 
Aem  by  this  section,  they  must  still  mean  that  the  candi- 
^•tes  shall  be  equal  in  fitness  for  the  office  of  a  clergj'- 


fc-  RoU,  Q.  C,  in  reply. — The  words  "  cseteris  paribus" 
'rfer  to  the  preceding  words  "  fit  and  proper,"  &c. ;  and 


^^)  2  Atk.  212.  (c)  1  Ves.  sen.  413. 

©  Id.  482.  (d)  3  Mac  &  G.  440. 
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1863.  these  words  are  not  mere  siirplusage,  for  they  do  not^ 
terfere  with  any  other  part  of  the  statute;  and  i 
what  they  express  might  possibly  be  implied  witi 
them,  to  this  extent,  that  the  trustees  might  be  cont 
ArgttmeMt,  if  they  presented  a  person  plainly  unfit  for  the  office; ' 
the  expression  of  these,  as  necessary  qualificatioiu^ 
moves  all  doubt  as  to  the  authority  of  the  trustees, 
gives  to  them  an  unquestionable  right  of  judging  of  1 
qualifications  which  are  commonly  regarded  by  the  1 
on  instituting  any  person  to  a  living,  and  the  effect  < 
whole  provision  is,  that  a  son  of  a  burgess  must  havel 
positive  qualifications  before  he  can  be  eligible.  [The  Vl 
Chancellor. — The  words  "  caeteris  paribus"  imply  < 
rison.]  Yes;  there  must  be  an  equality  in  this  fitne 
cording  to  law.  It  is  admitted  that  the  "  csetera'' 
course  be  limited  to  some  extent  by  the  subject-n 
appointing  to  a  living;  for  example,  it  cannot  refer  to  1 
height  or  weight  of  the  candidate;  but  if  that 
only  limit,  the  trust  would  be  utterly  vague  and 
nite.  [The  Vice-chancellor. — Your  argument  avo 
ground  of  disqualification;  but  the  words  "fit  and) 
per,"  &c.,  may  have  some  meaning  in  that  way:  firi 
stance,  if  the  only  candidate  of  the  preferred  class 
an  old  man  of  eighty,  the  bishop  could  not  refuse  tok 
duct  him,  and  yet  this  Court  might  hold  that  he  was  Mk'^ 
a  fit  person.]  That  might  be  a  disqualification ;  bat  Al 
difficulty  occasioned  by  the  construction  put  upon  the  i 
tute  by  the  Defendants  is  much  greater.  According  li] 
their  argument,  there  would  be  nothing  to  control  theiA ; 
and  pleasure  of  the  trustees  in  making  a  presentatkft*  > 
Upon  a  question  like  this,  of  nice  construction,  it  shodi  ^ 
be  sufficient  if  the  balance  of  probability  is  in  fayooref^ 
the  Shrewsbury  School,  for  which  a  benefit  was  no  dooM 
intended. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  reserved  his  judgment. 


SB  the  legislative  intention  is  to  be  collected  from 
ttUe^  tliis  statute  is  more  in  the  nature  of  a  pri- 
lie  Act  than  of  a  public  statute.  There  is  no  re- 
liefer respecting  the  public  benefit  contained  in 
mtie,  and  therefore  the  notion  of  the  legislature 
Dtended  by  any  change  or  alteration  made  in  the 
and  ordinances  of  the  school  to  provide  better  for 
ic  service  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  community  at 
ezduded.  The  simple  intention  was,  to  provide 
r  "  the  advancement  and  good  of  the  school" 

«r  thing  to  be  observed  is,  that  this  preamble  says 
rould  be  well,  and  tend  essentially  to  the  advance- 
d  good  of  the  school,  that  other  rules  and  ordin- 
tter  adapted  to  the  present  situation  of  the  school, 
e  calculated  for  the  due  management  and  applica- 
he  revenues  belonging  thereto,  should  be  made 
bliahed 

reamble  does  not  contain  any  recital  at  all  with 
i  to  the  livings ;  and  the  attention  of  the  legisla- 
08  to  have  been  principally  directed,  to  arranging 
for  the  benefit  and  advancement  and  good  of  the 
nd  its  revenues,  so  far  as  the  change  of  circum- 
;enerally,  and  of  this  school  in  particular,  might 
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Judgment. 
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Elizabeth,  that  the  parties  thereto  were  to  obey  the  i 
regulations,  and  ordinances,  with  reference  to  the  pp 
tation  to  the  living  of  St.  Mary;  but  the  8th  8ecti< 
the  Act  proceeds  to  change  entirely  the  mode  of  app 
ment  to  St  Mary,  and  instead  of  vesting  it  in  the  burg 
and  chief  schoolmaster,  the  effect  of  the  8th  and  28th 
tions  together  is  to  displace  the  schoolmaster  from 
voice  in  the  nomination  of  the  incumbent.  [His  Ho 
then  read  the  8th  section,  see  p.  192,  supra.] 

The  scheme  therefore  of  the  Act,  as  far  as  I  have 
ceeded,  is  this,  that  the  legislature  thinks  it  expedie 
take  out  of  the  corporation  the  general  control  of  the 
perty  which  was  vested  in  them  by  the  indenture  of  i 
hethy  and  to  vest  it  in  a  specific  body  of  trustees  for  di 
nefit  of  the  school,  to  leave  in  the  corporation  the  rij 
advowson  to  this  particular  ecclesiastical  benefice,  fc 
take  from  the  schoolmaster  that  privilege  which  he 
under  the  regulations  of  Ashtoriy  of  having  an  equal 
in  the  appointment  of  a  minister. 

Then,  the  statute  proceeds,  by  the  28th  section,  tc 
vide  specially  what  is  to  be  done  with  reference  to 
livings ;  and  it  is  there  enacted,  "  That  the  right  € 
mination,  appointment,  and  presentation  to  the' reap 
advowsons,  vicarages,  curacies,  and  all  other  ecclesii 
benefices  and  other  ecclesiastical  offices  belonging  an 
pertaining  to  the  said  school  (except  the  office  of  cat 
and  reader)  shall  be  and  is  hereby  declared  to  1 
the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  assistants  of  the  said  toi 
Shrewsbury^  and  their  successors  for  the  time  bein, 
ever."  If  it  had  stopped  there,  the  enactment  would 
been  sufficient  to  give  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burj 
the  absolute  property  of  the  advowson,  and  the  rig 
presenting  whomsoever  they  pleased  for  their  own  be 
[His  Honour  then  read  the  rest  of  the  28th  section 
p.  195,  supra.] 
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this  clause  of  the  section  that  raises  the  question         1853. 
I  case,  a  question  which,  I  confess,  I  have  felt  and 
to  be  one  of  very  considerable  difficulty;  but  hav- 
the  best  attention  to  it  that  I  can,  I  have  come 
I  conclusion  that  the  words  "caeteris  paribus"  are      j^a^ent 
referred  simply  to  the  fact  of  the  person  being  fit 
I  proper  and  duly  qualified  according  to  law. 

I  order  to  state  more  clearly  the  grounds  on  which  I 
\  come  to  this  conclusion,  I  must  begin  by  saying  that 
I  do  not  agree  with  the  argument  that  I  am  bound,  in 
ng  the  construction,  to  look  to  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
alone,  and  not  to  anything  which  preceded  it.    I 
id  that,  in  construing  an  Act  of  Parliament,  a 
,  will,  or  whatever  other  instrument  may  have  to  be 
by  the  Court,  I  have  a  right  to  look  to  all  the 
ttces  which  the  parties  to  the  instrument,  whe- 
•  testator,   a  donor,   or  the  legislature,   who  are 
nCmg  a  solemn  act,  had   before  them  at  the  time, 
were  themselves  contemplating,   as  proved,  not  of 
se  by  any  extrinsic  evidence,  but  by  evidence  affbrd- 
id  kj  the  instruments  themselves,  and  also  such  matters 
•icui  be  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence  to  have  been  the 
coteamstances  which  surrounded  them,  and  which  may 
fc»?e  affected   the   conclusion   at  which   they  have   ar- 
med.   Such  a  mode  of  construing  Acts  of  Parliament 
btt  been  not  unfrequently  resorted  to.     It  is  customary 
to  consider  what  was  the  exact  state  of  the  law  and  other 
litters  of  the  kind  at  the  time  when  a  particular  Act 
%i  passed.     I  find  here,  however,  in  the  preamble  of  the 
itaftite,  without  resorting  to  any  external  circumstances, 
«  vecital  of  the  original  grant  of  this  property  in  ques- 
twn,  as  having  been  for  the  benefit  of  the  school;  I  find  a 
Jwital  oi  Ashtons  ordinances;  I  find  a  recital  that  the 
JJ^tention  of  the  legislature  in  making  such  a  change  as 
they  did  make,  was  for  the  purposes  of  the  advancement 

q2 
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1863.        and  good  of  the  school,  and  that  it  should  be  so  as  1 
more  calculated  for  the  due  application  and 
of  the  revenues  belonging  thereto. 

Judgment.         Therefore,  I  apprehend  it  would  require  some  very  t 
and  forcible  reason,  or  some  form  of  words  which  it  ^ 
be  impossible  for  the  Court  otherwise  to  deal  with,  toi 
duce  the  Court  to  suppose,  that,  in  providing  for  the  1 
fit  of  the  school,  the  legislature  intended  to  make  a  cha 
which,  in  itself,  could  scarcely  in  any  sense  be  said  1 
for  the  benefit  and  advancement  of  the  school.     There  1 
one  sense  which  has  been  suggested,  and  which  I 
turned  over  in  my  mind,  in  which  it  may  be  said  I 
for  the  benefit  and  advancement  of  the  school,  that, 
stead  of  having  a  preference  given  to  the  scholars,  prov 
they  are  fit  and  proper  persons  to  fill  a  given  office, 
should  be  brought  into  a  large  field  of  competition, 
that  when  they  should  be  found  equal  in  every  respedt 
all  their  competitors,  or  to  the  best  of  their  compet 
then,  and  not  till  then,  they  should  be  entitled  toL 
particular  office.     In  other  words,  it  might  be  sanilpj 
be  an  advantage  that  the  scholars  should  be  stimolilflil 
by  this  large  amount  of  competition  to   a   greater  ad- 
vancement in  learning,  greater  propriety  of  behaviour^  and 
greater  fitness  in  every  respect  for  the  qualifications  aad 
duties  of  a  clergyman.     But,  considering  in  that  view,  to 
what  qualifications  it  is  possible  to  attribute  the  **  caeteia 
paria,''  they  will  be  found  to  be  so  vague   and  indefi- 
nite, that  that  species  of  competition,  instead  of  confiar- 
ring  a  benefit  on  the  school,  which  might  well  be  ex- 
pected if  it  were  an  examination  in  learning  alone,  would 
be  found  to  be  a  mode  by  which  the  scholars  would  not 
only  be  easily  excluded  when  there  was  any  improper  in- 
tention on  the  part  of  the  trustees  so  to  do,  but,  also,  by 
which  they  might  be  constantly  excluded  without  the 
slightest  impropriety  on  the  part  of  the  trustees,  and  sim- 
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bf  a  difference  of  opinion  in  the  minds  of  the  trustees        1853. 

IB  what  were  the  "  csetera  paria,"  which  might  sway  each 

Udnal  trustee  who  voted,  and  the  rule,  although  ap- 

M  perhaps  to  opposite  qualifications  by  every  trustee, 

p  result  in  bringing  a  majority  of  them  to  vote  in      j^^  # 

iv  of  a  given  candidate  as  preferable  to  another,  on 

mds  entirely  vague  and  possibly  entirely  different  in 

mind  of  every  trustee  who  voted  in  that  majority.     I 

k,  that,  if  such  a  state  of  things  should  arise,  it  could 

oely  be  said,  that  anything  had  been  done  by  the  Act 

the  benefit  of  the  school;  on  the  contrary,  the  Act 

lid  deprive  the  scholars  of  considerable  benefit  that 

Tested  in  them,  and  taken  notice  of  by  the  legislature 

iKfing  been  so  vested  in  them  previously  to  the  passing 

hPJkcL 

Bw,  Irst  of  all,  in  considering  this  question  upon  the 
Mil  of  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  I  have  to  ask 
ya,  in  what  possible  way  could  the  school  have  secured 
t  that  benefit  which  unquestionably  had  been  secured 
fc  before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  namely,  of  having  one, 
I  had  been  a  burgess's  son  and  brought  up  in  the 
K>1,  presented  to  this  particular  living,  provided  that 
fere  a  fit  and  proper  person  for  it,  and  of  course,  as  a 
wary  consequence,  a  person  qualified  by  law  to  hold 

Why,  upon  the  construction  of  the  "  caetera  paria," 
di  has  been  contended  for,  referring,  as  those  words 
It  do  in  that  case,  to  everything  incident  to  the  quali- 
tion  of  a  clergyman  (of  course  some  restriction  must 
|Bt  upon  them,  but  enlarging  their  meaning  beyond 
iBg  merely  fit  and  proper  and  qualified  according  to 
0,  each  scholar  must  come  into  competition  with  the 
ole  body  of  persons  who  may  present  themselves  as  can- 
Ifttes,  not"simply  in  reference  to  his  being  a  person  well 
W  and  qualified  to  serve,  but  in  reference  to  whether 

^ot  there  may  not  be  some  other  person,  who,  in  the 
°^  of  each  individual  trustee,  may  be  better  fitted  and 
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Judgment, 


qualified  to  serve  in  respect  of  all  the  varioas  qu 
tions  which  adorn  the  profession  of  those  who  are  in  \ 
orders.  One  trustee  might  think  that  the  favoured  i 
didate,  the  school  candidate,  was  much  the  most  le 
man;  but  then  he  might  consider  learning  to  be  of  fi^ 
consequence  to  a  clergyman  in  comparison  with 
qualifications,  such  as  being  a  man  of  kind  and 
disposition,  and  one  likely  to  search  out  and  visit  all  1 
who  might  be  committed  to  his  charge,  and  to  ministerij 
them  with  that  pastoral  spirit  and  affection,  which,  in] 
opinion,  might  be  the  principal  qualification  of  a  de 
man.  Another  trustee,  voting  in  the  majority  for 
same  candidate,  might  not  care  so  much  about  those  < 
lifications,  but  might  have  agreed  in  thinking  thatj 
school  candidate  was  superior  in  learning;  nay  more,] 
have  thought  him  superior  in  those  very  pastoral  qu 
cations  on  account  of  which  his  co-trustee  had  de 
his  preference;  but  then,  he  might  have  judged  it  to  Ift^ 
vast  importance  to  have  a  wealthy  man,  who  wo 
able,  in  a  poor  parish,  to  distribute  his  money  in 
and  to  relieve  the  various  wants  that  might  attend!  Ib^ 
poor  parishioners ;  and,  for  this  reason,  although  difei^ 
with  his  co-trustee  upon  the  grounds  on  which  he  fo(M^ 
he  might  yet  vote  for  the  same  individual  and  agaiBit  the 
school  candidate.  So  I  might  go  on  with  every  one  oi 
them,  multiplying  instances  in  which  every  single  trustee 
might  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  he  prefimd 
another  candidate  to  the  statutory  candidate,  if  I  may  ai 
term  him,  although  he  might  think  him  to  be  inferior  li 
the  statutory  candidate  in  a  vast  number  of  qualificatioiU| 
because  of  his  superiority  in  one,  and  that  one  might  bl 
a  totally  different  one  from  the  qualifications  which  had 
induced  his  co  trustees,  who  concurred  in  voting  with  tin 
majority,  to  give  the  preference  to  the  same  person;  anc 
thus,  in  truth,  a  person,  who  was  thought  by  every  cm 
who  voted  for  him  to  be  inferior  except  only  in  some  oni 
given  qualification  to  the  statutory  candidate,  might  it 
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result  have  the  majority  of  the  voices  as  being  the  fit- 
r  person;  and  yet  every  one  of  the  trustees,  being  indi- 
ly  asked,  might  say — If  I  had  been  told  that  the 
was  to  be  upon  the  qualifications  relied  on  by  the 
trustees,  I  confess  I  should  have  preferred  the 
candidate.     Putting  it  in  that  point  of  view, 
Itttrikes  me  as  a  notion  shocking  to  common  sense,  to 
that,  in  intending  a  benefit  to  this  school,  it 
Id  have  been  left  by  the  legislature  on  this  extremely 
and  unsatisfactory,  and,  as  it  seems  to  me,  unsound 
idation;  so  that,  without  the  possibility  of  suggesting 
tj  impropriety  of  motive  or  breach  of  the  trustees'  du- 
attributing  the  most  honest  intentions  to  every  per- 
i  concerned  in  the  appointment,  the  result  might  be, 
idle  statutory  candidate  would  be  passed  by  without 
itt  concurrence  on  the  part  of  those  who  voted  for 
Smt  candidate — that  he  was,  in  their  opinion,  on  the 
iMperior.     Every  trustee  might  think  the  statutory 
€tt£date  superior  in  every  qualification  but  one.    This 
timad  result  might  be  arrived  at,  that  there  might  be  a 
tt^ority  in  favour  of  the  statutory  candidate  in  one  sense, 
pitting  aside  all  the  particular  motives  which  actuated 
CMih  trustee  in  his  particular  preference;  while,  in  truth, 
Ae  return  to  the  Court  would  be,  that  the  majority  of 
votes  had  been  given  in  favour  of  another  candidate  who 
did  not,  in  the  real  opinion  of  the  majority  of  those  who 
loted,  when  their  opinion  was  thoroughly  sifled  and  exa- 
mined, possess  in  all  respects  an  equal  qualification  with 
&e  candidate  whom  they  had  actually  rejected.     Of  course, 
H4e  words  are  so  strong  that  I  am  obliged  to  come  to 
di  conclusion,  it  must  be  done ;  and,  therefore,  I  have 
to  consider  the  words  of  this  particular  statute,  to  see 
whether  or  not  that  is  the  proper  way  of  expounding 
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Judgment, 


Now  the  argument  of  those  who  uphold  the  nomination 
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1863.  of  Mr.  Morse,  the  non-statutory  candidate,  upon  the  ^ 
of  the  statute  may  be  presented  thus:  They  say,  that  I 
words  "  to  appoint  a  fit  and  proper  person  duly  qv 
according  to  law,"  are,  in  fact,  mere  surplusage; 
JudgmenL  ^  *^®  legislature  had  simply  said,  "  to  nominate  a 
to  hold  the  living,''  that  would  have  been  entirely  < 
lent.  They  say  further,  that,  even  if  those  words  h%  i 
surplusage,  yet  if  their  meaning  is  simply  that  the  ] 
to  be  appointed  is  to  be  equal  in  those  respects, 
as  being  fit  and  proper  and  duly  qualified  according  1| 
law,  then  that  equality  is  implied  in  the  prefereM 
given,  and  that  the  words  *'  caeteris  paribus  "  are  entire^ 
useless.  In  other  words,  they  say,  that  it  may  not  be  m 
cessary  to  strike  out  the  words  ''  fit  and  proper  and  di( 
qualified  according  to  law,''  but  that  the  case  would  sttt 
exactly  on  the  same  footing  if  those  words  were  omitlMJ 
whilst  on  the  opposite  side  the  informants  are  compoDi 
to  strike  out  the  words  "  caeteris  paribus,"  and  to  attriM 
no  meaning  to  them. 

I  do  not,  however,  concur  in  the  view  that  these  wmI 
"  to  appoint  a  fit  and  proper  person  duly  qualified  aooofi 
ing  to  law  "  are  surplusage.  "  Duly  qualified  accoidii 
to  law  "  I  may  perhaps  treat  as  surplusage,  because  nooi 
could  be  appointed  who  was  not  "  duly  qualified  accordb 
to  law."  He  would  be  rejected  simpliciter.  I  do  not  a 
tribute,  therefore,  much  force  to  these  words;  but  I  thii 
"  a  fit  and  proper  person  "  are  words  that  have  force, 
the  first  clause  of  the  28th  section  of  this  Act  had  simp 
vested,  as  I  said  before,  the  advowson  in  the  mayor,  aide 
men,  and  burgesses,  they  would  be  capable  of  presentn 
any  person  qualified  according  to  law,  any  body  whom  tl 
bishop  would  not  reject  But  when  the  statute  impos 
upon  them,  by  the  word  "  shall,"  the  obligation  to  appoij 
a  fit  and  proper  person  duly  qualified,  intimating  that 
is  not  to  be  an  unqualified  nomination  for  the  benefit 
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I  coiporation  itself;  and  further,  that  it  must  be  a  per-  1853. 
^■ecundmn  subjectam  materiem,  fit  and  proper  to  hold 
ig  of  St  Jf ary,  I  can  easily  conceive  many  cases 
in  which  a  person  who  might  well  be  appointed 
\  patron  having  an  unlimited  right  of  presentation,  JudgmenL 
I  who  could  in  no  case  be  rejected  by  the  bishop,  would 
[  not  be  allowed  by  this  Court  to  be  appointed  by  the 
r,  aldermen,  and  burgesses,  as  a  fit  and  proper  person 
'  the  provisions  of  this  Act  For  instance,  the  state 
tihe  law  when  this  Act  passed  allowed  a  person  to  hold 
I  livings  at  the  same  time,  two  or  three  hundred  miles 
from  each  other — happily  a  state  of  the  law  no 
cxbting.  If  there  were  no  restriction,  but  only 
\  these  persons  were  to  appoint  a  fit  and  proper  person, 
i^mg  their  own  living,  they  might  have  appointed  a 
\  holding  a  living  in  Cornwall  or  Suffolk  or  any  dis- 
aty,  to  hold  this  living  of  St  Jf ary,  and  the  bishop 
Miiiot  have  refused  him  on  account  of  his  holding  the 
iAr living;  yet,  in  such  a  case,  this  Court  would  say, 
Ikil  a  gentleman  holding  a  living  at  that  distance,  looking 
to  the  whole  scope  of  this  Act,  was  not  "a  fit  and  proper 
fenon"  to  be  appointed  to  this  curacy  of  St  Mary.  Again, 
ii  I  suggested  at  the  hearing,  they  might  appoint  an  octo- 
genarian, for  the  sole  purpose,  if  they  were  patrons,  of 
wiling  the  next  presentation,  a  case  which  unhappily,  by 
kw,  is  still  possible ;  but,  having  to  appoint  a  fit  and  pro- 
per person,  they  undoubtedly  would  be  restrained  by  this 
Ooart  from  appointing  such  a  person  to  hold  this  living. 
tkere  might  be  many  other  cases  suggested,  in  which  the 
ivds  "fit  and  proper"  would  be  found  to  have  force, 
lint  being  so,  there  is  a  clear^  and,  as  it  seems  to  me,  a 
Qtional  sense  to  be  attributed  to  these  particular  words 
tnd  this  restriction. 

Then,  it  was  observied  in  argument,  that  the  statute 
does  not  say  they  must  appoint  "the  most  fit  and  proper 
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1H53.  person,"  but  it  was  answered  that  such  would  be  the  duty 
the  trustees.  No  doubt  it  would  in  conscience;  but  I 
that  it  is  not  necessary  in  this  Court  to  make  any 
appointment,  because,  if  the  words  were  "  the  most  fit 
Judgment  Proper  person,"  this  Court  would  then  necessarily  reqi 
some  evidence  to  be  given  and  a  comparative  exi 
tion,  in  order  to  test  the  qualifications  of  diflferent 
sons,  and  to  establish  that  one  person  was  more  fit  thasj 
another  in  that  sense,  and,  further,  would  admit  evidenoi 
of  such  fitness ;  and  if  the  trustees  themselves  did  no6 
make  a  return  of  their  really  having  examined  and  hav^ 
ing  appointed  the  most  fit  person,  the  Court  would  tak» 
upon  itself  to  examine  into  that  matter  and  to  make 
its  determination  accordingly,  with  reference  to  wW 
ther  or  not  the  most  fit  person  had  been  appointed.  Bnl 
the  nomination  is  simply  to  be  of  a  person  who  is  fil| 
not  necessarily  the  most  fit,  and,  of  course,  he  is  to  be  qiii» 
lified  by  law. 

Then  there  comes  a  proviso,  which  is  evidently  to  bil 
restriction  upon  the  general  power  of  appointing  a  fit  aai 
proper  person.  And  that  proviso  is,  that  there  is  to  be 
this  favoured  person  with  all  these  qualifications,  includ- 
ing his  being  the  son  of  a  burgess,  who  is  to  be  prefaced 
on  these  words  "  casteris  paribus."  Now,  I  have  abeftdy 
given  the  reasons,  which,  in  my  opinion,  shew  that  there 
would  arise  a  strong  inference  that  the  legislature  ooald 
not  have  meant  the  "  caetera  paria"  to  refer  to  all  the 
qualifications  of  a  clergyman.  The  "casteris  pariboe" 
must  have  some  limitation.  Everybody  admits  that  These 
words  are  to  be  applied  to  the  subject-matter.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  they  are  to  be  referred  to  all  the  qualifi- 
cations of  a  clergyman,  or  to  the  particular  qualification 
which  precedes  this  clause  in  the  Act.  No  one  would  say 
that  here  the  words  "caeteris  paribus"  referred  to  the  quali- 
fications of  a  schoolmaster  or  a  person  in  any  other  profes- 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  21. 

The  whole  question  is,  whether  they  are  to  be  appKed        1853. 

Att.-Gbn. 
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whole  extent  of  clerical  qualifications,  or  to  those 
|Mticalar  qualifications  which  are  preyiouslj  mentioned 
ill^Act 

'-  I  have  stated  the  grounds  on  which  it  seems  to  me,  in 
foint  of  principle,  ^  priori,  that  the  inference  would  not 
H  that  the  legislature  would  refer  by  these  words  to  the 
iride  area  of  all  the  qualifications  which  might  be  enumer- 
ited  as  being  fit  and  seemly  in  a  clergyman.     But  fur- 
Aer,  I  think  that  authority  has  confirmed  the  view  which 
I  take  of  this  part  of  the  subject.    I  think  that  in  the  Uni- 
wrpty  College  case  (a),  and  in  Ex  parte  Wrangham{b),  the 
Court  seems  to  have  assumed  throughout,  that  the  "  cse- 
tatpana""  were  the  "  caetera"  which  had  preceded  in  the 
lMaq)tion  of  the  qualifications,  and  not  any  general  or 
oMute  species  of  qualification.     That  is  most  singular- 
JTMBfirmed,  if  Lord  Cottenhairis  representation  of  Lord 
Btrdwickes  decision  in  the  case  of  Hobson,  only  referred 
loin  his  judgment  in  the  University  CoUege  case,  be  cor- 
wct    I  unfortunately  have  not  been  able  to  procure  a 
noord  of  that  decision.     I  have  inquired  of  the  Regis- 
trars, and  I  find  that  whenever  the  Chancellor  makes  an 
order  as  visitor,  there  is  no  record  of  it  kept  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery  or  in  the  Petty  Bag  Office.     The  Registrars 
have  made  search,  and  there  is  no  record  of  the  order  of 
1740,  of  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Ex  parte  Uohson.     But  Lord 
CaUenham  seems  to  have  had  it  before  him  in  the  Univer- 
^  College  case,  and  I  suppose  must  have  had  it  from  the 
lecords  of  the  University  itself,  where  probably  it  may  be 
ftund;  and,  had  more  time  been  given  me,  1  should  have 
sent  to  that  learned  body  to  know  if  I  could  be  favoured 
with  an  examination  of  the  order.     I  did  not  think  it, 
liowever,   necessary  to  postpone  my  judgment  for  that 

(a)  1  My.  &  Cr.  632.  (6)  2  Ves.  609. 
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ing  lij^t  on  this  case,  confirming  the  opinion  which  I        1863. 
hiTe  come  to  upon  the  consideration  of  the  whole  matter. 
•In  1740,"  says  Lord  CoUenham,  "  the  petitioner  Hohson 
diimed  eqaalitj  with  his  opponent,  and  a  preference  from 
ikring  been  bom  nearer  to  Durham;"  and  I  will  add      judgmenu 
ilds  ftct,  which  is  not  stated  here,  but  may  be  found  in 
Aecase  of  Attomey- General  v.  Talbot  {a),  in  which  this 
OKotHobson's  is  referred  to,  that  the  opponent  of  Hob- 
iMhad  been  elected  by  a  majority.     He  came,  therefore, 
daiming  an  equality,  though  the  other  had  been  elect- 
ed bj  a  majority;   and  what  Lord  CoUenham  says  on 
lard  Hardwicke's  order  is  this,  "  And  Lord  Hardmcke's 
«der,  finding  that  he  was  equal  in  learning  to  his  op- 
fiiMDt,  and  that  he  had  been  born  nearer  to  Durham, 
Uned  that  he  ought  to  have  been  elected."     It  is  very 
MHikable,  that,  if  that  order  is  confined  to  his  being 
^■l  in  learning,  then  if  a  majority  had  voted  for  him 
ikf  o^ht  have  said,  "  We  return  him,  though  he  is  not 
ipiSjr  omatus  moribus,"  and  the  question  of  "  facultati- 
hi  pauper"  might  or  might  not  have  arisen.    That  is  why 
Idiould  like  to  have  seen  the  order  and  ascertained  all 
Ae  other  circumstances  of  the  case.   It  would  be  remark - 
•ble,  if^  the  majority  having  elected  this  gentleman,  Lord 
Hardwicke  should  have  reversed  their  decision,  and  con- 
tnedthe  "caetera  paria"  to  that  qualification,  which  could 
be  defined  and  ascertained  by  an  examination  in  learning, 
iqcctmg  the  "ornatus  moribus"  and  "facultatibus  pauper" 
tt  part  of  the  "  csetera."     At  all  events,  the  decision  does 
|tt)Te  this,   that  Lord  Hardwicke  referred  the  "  caetera 
l*ria''  to  what  went  before.     Those  words  were  not  re- 
feed  to  the  whole  field  of  competition,  as  to  whether  or 
^  the  person  was  fit  for  a  fellowship  generally,  but  con- 
^"'^d  to  the  simple  point  of  whether  or  not  he  was  equally 
'^nied. 

(a)  3  Atk.  670. 
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185a  Again,  as  shewing  that  the  "  caetera  paria"  refers  ^ 

ATT.iBN  *^^*  which  immediately  precedes,  I  turn  to  Wrangham^ 

».  caseia),  in  which  there  was  a  good  deal  of  discussion  uirr^ 

Earl  OF  .  .  _    .  _^^  fis     t  "^ 

Ponria  the  point,  and  in  page  609  (6)  the  statutes  are  set 


and  with  regard  to  the  scholars  de  minori  forma,  the 
vision  was,  that  they,  "  praesupposita  eorum  ad  hoc  5 
neitate  et  sufficientia,  juxta  statutorum  restrorum  e 
tiam,  omnibus  aliis  praeferantur."  It  is  simply  **idon( 
et  sufficientia."  It  was  the  fellowship  that  was  vi 
and  the  qualification  as  to  the  fellowship  was  this: 
giving  the  number  of  the  particular  fellows,  it  continw 
"  post  eos  alii  scholares  nostras  diocesis,  caeteris  pariboil' 
judicio  majoris  partis  sociorum,  et  non  beneficiati 
ciatis,  ac  pauperiores  ditioribus,  caeteris  paribus,  aliis 
nibus  praeferantur.''  The  question  turned  upon  the 
pression  "  idoneus  moribus,"  which  the  statutes  had 
viously  mentioned  as  the  necessary  qualification  of 
scholar  for  a  fellowship ;  and  what  was  said  in 
by  the  Solicitor-General  and  Mr.  Smith  for  the 
was  this,  "  The  founder  requires  a  positive  preferej 
the  scholars  de  minori  forma,  if  fit  according  to  the 
gency  of  the  statutes,  that  is,  as  a  graduate,  moribus  A 
ingenio,  and  as  not  having  preferment.  Considering  thflB 
as  objects  of  his  bounty,  he  does  not  give  a  discretion  iBJ 
right  of  comparison  as  before  under  the  words  csBteoi 
paribus,  with  respect  to  persons  having  no  connexion  vidi 
the  college,  or  only  the  slight  connexion  between  fdlon 
and  students.  As  to  those,  there  is  at  most  but  a  nr 
commendatory  preference.  These  positive  preferences, » 
defined,  have  been  held  absolutely  binding,  as  in  thi 
cases  of  All  Souls  College  and  Christ's  College.  The  fet 
lows,  therefore,  had  no  right  of  comparison."  The. can- 
didate to  be  elected  for  the  fellowship,  in  this  case,  wai 
to  be  "  idoneus  moribus  et  ingenio."     Now,  Lord  Rosdyn 

(a)  2  Ves.  jun.  609.  {b)  Id. 


3r  woTds  of  preference;"  that  is,  stronger  by  the  ab- 
vf  the  words  "caeteris  paribus."  Then  he  said,  "The 
enend  qualification  upon  which  there  could  be  any 
m  of  judgment  (for  the  time  of  their  studies  and 
reqaUites  are  positive),  is  that  the  person  shall  be 
Bs  iiKvibus  et  ingenio;  with  regard  to  the  scholars 
inori  forma,'  he  adds,  '  prsesupposita  eorum  ad  hoc 
tate  et  sufficientia  juxta  statutorum  vestrorum  exi- 
m,'  alluding  to  the  positive  qualifications  in  the 
if  statutes,  that  I  may  call  his  first  edition  of  sta- 
He  supposes  a  case  in  which,  according  to  the  care 
1  taken  to  insure  a  proper  election,  there  may  be  no 
II.  The  power  continues  but  for  a  month.  There 
be  the  concordant  choice  of  an  absolute  majority  of 
QowB.  They  are  not  to  judge  merely  of  the  fact  whe- 
lie  party  has  the  degree  and  other  positive  qualifi- 
18  required,  but  there  is  something  upon  which  they 
xercise  a  judgment,  and  upon  which  there  may  be  a 
J  ct  opinion,  so  that  a  concordant  election  cannot 
bdned.  In  that  case,  a  devolution  to  the  master 
place,  who,  as  I  read  the  statutes,  is  under  no  re- 
on.  The  founder  despairs  that  persons  possessing 
i  qualifications  are  to  be  found,  and  leaves  him  the 
ite  unrestrained  unlimited  adoption  of  any  person 
inks  proper  to  bring  into  the  college.''  Then,  he 
it  was  argued  with  great  force  and  ingenuity  "  that 
lore  emphatical  and  more  strongly  pronounced  with 


Judgment. 


220  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1853.        ^^^  strong  recommendation) ;  yet  if  they  are  to  be 

sidered  as  imperative,  tt  is  impossible  to  overlook  that  i 
this  goes  upon  the  pre-supposition  that  there  was  a  jn 
ment  to  be  exercised  by  a  majority  of  the  electors,  whi 
JM^^memt      ^*"  ^^^^  ^^^^  upon  the  fitness  moribus  et  ingenio,  a  { 
ral,  and  the  only  qualification  that  presents  itself 
judgment." 

I  find  no  judgment  upon  the  words  "  caeteris  pariboB*''! 
at  all  except  that  of  Lord  Gottenham  and  that  of  Louft 
Hardtincke,  both  of  thetn  upon  the  same  statutes  of  tbor' 
University  College.     This  judgment  of  Lord  Rosdyn  ww 
not  upon  the  caeteris  paribus  clause ;  but  I  refer  to  it,  be^ 
cause  he  there  says,  the  words  "  caeteris  paribus"  mako 
weaker  words  of  preference.   He  says  the  others  are  rather 
stronger  words  of  preference;  and  that,  even  without  thift 
clause,  when  there  is  a  preceding  provision,  that  the  noaiif 
nee  is  to  be  idoneus  moribus  et  ingenio,  there  is  to  batt 
judgment  expressed  upon  that,  and,  what  is  of  importanoi. 
as  it  seems  to  me,  upon  that  only.    It  is  not  a  sim^: 
question  as  to  the  fitness  of  any  other  candidate  for  ill 
fellowship.     I  look  to  the  statute  and  see  what  the  qn*" 
lifications  are,  and  I  observe  that  the  judgment  is  to  be 
upon  the  qualification  prescribed,  and  upon  that  cnl^. 
That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  result  of  the  judgment  in 
that  case,  and  it  does  not  carry  the  matter  any  further  in 
favour  of  the  Defendants'  argument  than  simply  to  say, 
that  a  judgment  is  to  be  exercised  on  the  particular  quar 
lifications  specified;  and  that,  I  think,  is  the  proper  con- 
struction in  this  case.     Then,  what  appears  to  me  to  be 
here  the  true  construction  of  the  first  clause  of  the  28th 
section  is  this — the  electors  are  to  choose  a  fit  and  proper 
person,  and  upon  that  they  are  to  exercise  a  judgment; 
and  all  being  done  honestly,  I  apprehend  that  the  Court 
would  not  inquire  into  the  result  of  their  judgment  upon 
the  question  who  is  a  fit  and  proper  person.    There  might 
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ive  been,  as  I  said  before,  two  candidates—one  of  the 
ired  class  and  one  of  a  class  irot  favoured,  both  per- 
3y  qualified  according  to  law,  and  both  of  them  able  to 
living;  but,  in  the  fair  and  honest  judgment  of  the 
tors,  they  might  say,  we  do  not  think  the  statutory 
ididate  fit  and  proper  to  hold  this  living;   and  they 
it  give  as  a  reason  his  non-residence,  or  his  age,  or  any 
ler  matter  which  might  be  suggested,  which  would  not 
ohibit  his  being  appointed,  but  which  in  their  judgment 
tendered  him  not  a  fit  and  proper  person.     On  the  other 
ihand  they  might  say,  "  We  do  find  another  person  who  is 
a  fit  and  proper  person,  though  not  of  the  favoured  or  qua- 
lified class.     The  caetera  paria  are  defective;  the  csetera 
IE«  not  paria.     The  candidates  are  not  equally  qualified 
m  respect  of  fitness  and  propriety,  or  fitness  alone;  the 
£i^^£  is  the  caetera  to  which  we  refer,  and  we  say  the 
teieded  person  is  not  equally  qualified,  in  respect  of  his 
beii»f  imfit/'    Now,  the  real  difficulty  is,  that  the  word 
^'pam*  implies  comparison,  and  that  the  man  who  is  not 
^E  and  proper,  does  not,  in  strict  language,  enter  into  the 
ctogpry  of  comparison  at  all;  he  is  out  of  the  field.     It 
b  iiot  a  question  whether  he  is  par  or  impar  in  fitness; 
fce  is  positively  unfit.     But,  upon  that  I  turn,  not  as  ex- 
pounding, but  merely  as  giving  an  analogous  case,  to  what 
'Swmas  Ashton  has  said  in  his  ordinances,  namely,  that  ''he 
tkat  shall  be  curate  or  serve  the  ministry  in  the  parish 
church  of  St  Marys,  in  the  aforesaid  town  of  Salop,  shall 
be  mch  a  fit  man  as  hath  been  brought  up  in  the  said 
school  and  a  graduate,  being  a  burgess's  son  o{  Shrews- 
Wj  if  any  such  can  be  found  from  time  to  time,  and  for 
^Adt  of  such  a  burgess's  son,  the  election  to  be  made  of 
•'J^  other  such  fit  man,  that  is  or  shall  be  bom  within  the 
P^^  of  Chirhury;  and  for  default  of  such,  then  of  any  of 
'^e  sufficiency." 


1853. 


Jvdgm/enL 


^ow,  those  words  "  like  sufficiency,"  amount  only  to 
^^^  I.  a  E.  K.  w. 
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1863.        "  equal  sufficiency;"  and  if  it  had  run  in  this  way  in 
section  of  the  Act — if  it  had  first  provided  that  the  < 
date  should  be  one  who  should  be  a  sufficient  person  fort 
living,  or  which  would  be  much  the  same  thing,  though  i 
Judgment,     entirely  the  same,  a  fit  person  for  the  living;  and  thent 
Act  had  said  elsewhere,  in  case  of  there  being  a  person  i 
like  sufficiency  being  a  burgess's  son,  that  person  shall  1 
a  preference ;  that  would  have  been  so  near  in  meaning  I 
the  csetera  paria,  that  it  is  only  upon  a  very  strict  logical  i 
terpretation  of  the  words,  saying  that  equality  must  neoe^  \ 
sarily  imply  comparison,  that  I  should  be  driven  toMf^ 
the  question  of  fit  or  unfit  could  not  possibly  be  the  qnei^ : 
tion,  but  that  it  must  be,  as  contended  for  by  the  Defeiil*  : 
ants,  the  question  of  general  and  absolute  fitness.    Mk  ^ 
Elmsley  put  his  argument  thus:  '^I  do  not  contend  tint 
casteris  paribus  means  all  the  qualifications  required  fiira 
clergyman;  but  I  contend  that  the  nominee  shall  be  tf 
least  equal  in  fitness  to  the  other  candidates.''     No¥|if 
"equal  in  fitness"  means  anything  beyond  fit  or  fuf^j 
then  it  must  refer  to  all  the  qualifications  required  ft|i  i^ 
clergyman,  because  the  word  ''fitness''  then  clearly  utt^ 
duces  the  vagueness  which  I  have  referred  to.     Anybo^ 
may  act  upon  his  arbitrary  idea  of  a  person  being  ft  cr 
unfit  in  that  sense.   If  it  be  a  question  of  unfitness  ftr  a  de- 
finite cause  which  can  be  assigned,  that  is  a  mattenrUdi 
may  be  examined  into  and  tried.    The  other  matter  is  one 
which  can  in  no  sense  be  examined  or  tried.     I  am  eooi- 
paring  this  with  the  University  College  case  (a).    That  wai  a 
case  depending  upon  examination.  I  think  it  an  importaat 
point  here  that  there  is  no  mode  of  examination  suggestaA 
in  this  Act  of  Parliament    The  nomination  is  given  to  tb 
mayor  and  burgesses  of  ShrewAurj/y — not  at  any  time;  I 
apprehend,  a  very  fit  body  to  enter  into  a  general  ezandn- 
ation  of  qualifications  in  this  open  and  wide  field.     Hie 

(a)  2  Ph.  621. 
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amongst  whom  there  are  learned  persons,  may  be        1853. 

I  fit  to  enter  into  an  investigation  of  the  qualifications 

person,  suitable  to  adorn  the  profession  of  a  clergy- 

i;  but  really,  when  I  consider  that  this  is  vested  in  the 

lyor  and  burgesses  of  a  town,  I  do  not  refer  of  course  to      Judgment. 

%ry  in  particular,  but  of  any  town,  and  that  no 

ion  is  made  of  any  mode  of  examination,  no  strict 

lent  that  they  shall  take  the  most  fit  and  proper 

Ifenon,  but  simply  that  they  shall  do  that  which  any  per- 

|m  with  any  propriety  of  feeling  is  competent  to  do, 

Jy,  decide  whether  a  person  is  fit  or  unfit  for  a  given 

\  that  may  be  assigned,  I  say,  again,  there  is  a  strong 

n  for  inferring  that  the  simple  question  of  whether 

Ae  person  was  fit  or  unfit,  and  not  the  question  of  the 

qualifications  of  a  clergyman,  was  intended  to  be 

in  the  words  "  caeteris  paribus." 


laqr  observe,  that,  in  many  cases,  corporations  have 
Aiyower  of  determining  the  simple  fitness  of  persons  to 
b  admitted  into  an  office.  The  right  of  the  corporation 
flf  Umdcm  to  do  so  was  tried  in  Scales' 8  case  (a).  The 
ntnrn  made  by  the  corporation  there  was,  that  the  candi- 
(bte  was  not  a  fit  and  proper  person ;  and  the  corporation 
w«ie  held  to  have  that  power,  and  that  was  considered  to 
be  a  sufficient  return. 

But  there  is  a  remarkable  passage  in  the  28th  section 
tf  die  Act  in  this  case,  which  I  think  aids  the  construction 
tffte  informants.  I  refer  to  that  additional  proviso  about 
4iichoolmaster,  which  is  an  exception  out  of  the  former 
fiOfiso — "  That  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  said 
■lyor,  aldermen,  and  assistants  to  give  or  bestow  any  or 
ftthcr  of  the  said  livings  or  benefices  upon  either  of  the 
Jaasters  of  the  said  school,  after  he  shall  have  resigned  or 

(o)  /2&r  V.  The  Mayor  and  Aldemien  of  London,  3  B.  &  Ad.  255. 
r2 
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186a.  vacated  the  place  of  head  or  second  master,  notwithstand- 
ing any  such  claim  or  preference  as  kst  aforesaid;  and 
such  head  or  second  master  shall  be  capable  of  receiyin^^ 
holding,  and  possessing  such  livings  or  benefices  equaOf 
the  same  as  if  he  had  been  of  the  descripti5n  hereinbefim 
mentioned."' 

Now,  if,  as  the  Defendants  contend,  this  means  simplf- 
that  the  schoolmaster  was  to  be  let  in  in  preference  to  nf 
scholar  who  might  be  a  candidate,  and  might  be  eqitt^ 
in  every  possible  qualification  for  the  duties  of  a  deigf: 
man,  to  any  other  of  the  candidates,  then  it  would  seaafl^ 
be  a  sort  of  suggestion,  that  the  electors  might  do  whil 
would  be  very  ill  conceived  for  the  benefit  of  the  school^ 
namely,  that  they  might  put  in  altogether  an  inferior  pny 
son  as  master  of  the  school.    I  apprehend  the  true  eCM^ 
struction  of  the  clause  must  be,  as  Lord  CoUenham  Iw 
put  it,  that  in  truth  it  was  intended  there  should  jbf  f 
series  of  limitations:  first,  a  general  power  of  appointHi|^  \ 
then  a  series  of  limitations  taking  out  a  certain  set  otjm  \ 
ferable  objects;  then,  thirdly,  another  series,  taking  90t 
out  of  that  set  another  person,  who  is  to  be  still  numftr 
voured  than  that  particular  class;  but  all  of  the  favoMol 
persons  of  course  answering  to  the  definition  of  bOfrfit 
to  hold  the  living.    Inthecaseof  the/8%reu;s&tiryiSUlMli^;   ' 
the  question  was,  under  the  Municipal  Corporati<m  Ad^    { 
which  directs  that  all  advowsons  held  by  corporations  A^n  1 
be  sold,  but  with  a  proviso  that  when  they  are  hell'  iki  j 
trust  they  shall  not  be  sold,  whether  or  not  this  benefiotr 
was  held  by  this  corporation  for  their  absolute  benefit^  etc 
whether  or  not  there  was  any  trust  connected  with  it;  uA\  '•• 
the  argument  of  its  being  held  for  their  absolute  benefitii 
was  precisely  the  argument  now  suggested  by  the  Defendr-/ 
ants,  namely,  that  the  words  "caeteris  paribus''  in  truth 

(a)  1  My.  &  Cr.  632. 
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QjKTe  fxill  power  to  the  corporation  of  deciding  in  every        1853. 

^Me  who  was  the  best  candidate  in  every  imaginable 

mpect,  and,  as  the  counsel  for  the  corporation  expressed 

Tlr-"Who  is  to  decide  what  is  the  meaning  of  'caeteris 

fsibiis?"  or  when  a  particular  case  comes  within  the     y«^^ii^. 

Mining  of  those  words?  ....    How  is  the  Court  to  exe- 

atte  such  a  trust?    If  there  are  two  candidates  of  the 

i^est  qualifications,  but  of  whom  one  has  been  educated 

at  die  school,  and  who  therefore  claims  a  preference,  is 

fte  CSourt  to  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether 

Aefare  precisely  equal  in  all  other  qualifications,  orwhe- 

tfae  one  or  the  other  is  most  fit  V    The  Lord  Chancellor 

"  It  was  said,  that  as  there  was  only  to  be  a  preference 

|l€Me  of  equality  of  other  qualifications,  and  as  the  cor- 

fnliim  were  to  be  judges  of  such  equality,  the  Act  would, 

p  Ait^give  to  the  corporation  the  unrestricted  patronage 

ilff  M»t  the  duties  of  such  a  trust  are  easily  evaded,  and 
Ifilttcult  to  prove  a  breach  of  such  a  trust;  but  it  is, 
Jpfiriieless,  a  trust,  and  one  of  which  the  abuse,  if  proved, 
lHU  be  corrected."    That  in  some  degree  favours  the 
^tivi  of  the  Defendants,   because  the  Lord  Chancellor 
ilo^  those  words  "  equality  of  other  qualifications,"  not 
\  OBietly  the  words  used  by  counsel  "all  other  qualifica- 
tioM^"  but  he  adopts  the  words  "  other  qualifications,"  and 
lipi  that  the  trust  could  be  easily  evaded ;  and  no  doubt,  as 
:  Ae  Oourt  would  take  the  judgment  of  the  trustees  unless 
llMi  was  proved,  there  would  be  great  room  for  evading 
r.JMka  trust,  without  the  possibility  of  any  body  proving 
[illpflilent  or  corrupt  motives.     Those  words   of  Lord 
tt|||i^am,  however,  do  not  seem  to  me  to  determine  the 
^W^dne  way  or  other.     The  subsequent  words  are  very 
XjWl  stronger.     He  then  says — "  Every  trustee  of  an  ad- 
nimwasL  may,  daring  the  absence  or  incapacity  of  the  cestui 
qMtrusts,  have  to  exercise  the  patronage  of  presenting  to 
tllft  living  at  his  own  discretion.     Of  this  there  may  be 
more  or  less  chance,  according  to  circumstances;  but  the 
penon  so  exercising  the  patronage  is  not  less  a  trustee. 
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1852.  I  cannot  conceive  that  the  Act  intended  the  corporati 
to  have  any  other  benefit  Their  trust  strictly  was  to  p 
sent  deserving  persons  from  amongst  the  fiftYOured  claai 
he  does  not  say  the  most  deserving  persons;  ''and  it 
Judgment  ^^^7  ^P^^  ^^  failure  of  such  persons,  that  the  right  of  p 
sentation  without  restriction  was  to  be  exercised  by  thai 
a  right  which  must  exist  in  every  trustee  of  an  advowio 
however  small,  in  some  cases,  may  be  the  chance  of  li 
having  to  exercise  it''  Then,  in  a  subsequent  paaiRg 
the  language  of  the  judgment  is  still  more  strong,  fordi 
Lord  Chancellor  adopts  the  very  words  of  the  section;  k 
says — ''  But  it  is  said,  that  at  all  events  the  contingent  r$^ 
of  presentation,  in  case  there  shall  be  no  object  of  Ik 
charity  fit  for  presentation,  is  within  that  section,  n 
ought  therefore  to  be  sold,  the  section  applying  to  efsq 
case  in  which  the  corporation  had  any  right  or  title  toli 
minate  or  present  to  any  benefice.  This  it  is  not  ne 
to  determine."  Now  observe,  he  there  puts  the  i 
thus,  that  it  is  said  they  may  have  a  contingent  nghljfl 
presenting,  in  case  there  shall  be  no  object  fit  for  prei0!^ 
tion,  adopting  the  very  words  of  the  Act.  It  is  onlylv^ 
tum,  unquestionably;  not  a  point  to  be  determined  inii 
case.  There  is  trust  enough  either  way  for  the  Courts  i 
some  sense,  to  fasten  upon ;  it  would  be  very  difficnl^x 
the  large  and  general  sense;  but,  looking  to  what  theL« 
Chancellor  says,  of  its  being  the  duty  of  the  trustav  ^ 
present  deserving  persons,  and  that  it  is  only  upon  Ai 
failure  of  such  persons  that  the  right  was  to  be  exeroM 
generally;  and  when  he  says,  in  a  subsequent  passage,! 
case  there  should  be  no  object  fit  for  presentation,  tlM 
the  living  is  to  be  sold,  I  think  that  no  one,  considerii 
that  judgment,  can  fail  to  see  that  Lord  Gottenkamihon^ 
there  was  a  direct  and  manifest  benefit  intended  to  t 
school,  and  that  that  benefit  would  be  secured  by  cop 
polling  the  trustees  to  present  the  favoured  objects,  if  fi 

I  should  notice  that  the  first  part  of  his  judgment; 
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founded  on  its  being  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  school.        1553. 
He  b^ins  by  sayings  that  "  it  is  clear  that  the  vicarage  of 
Ckirbury  and  the  three  curacies  of  St  Mary's,  AsUey,  and 

Qii^  were  originally  granted  for  the  benefit  of  and  form- 

^furt  of  the  property  of  the  school     The  very  exception      j^iagment, 
,4iews  that  they  were  considered  as  part  of  the  estates  be- 
UngiDg  to  the  school    So  much  of  the  Act  as  I  have  hi- 
[iherto  stated,  which  is  intituled  'An  Act  for  the  better 

Ck)?emment  and  Regulation  of  the  SchooV  shews  no  in- 
I  lention  to  alter  the  property,  but  treats  it  as  part  of  the 
[possessions  of  the  school;  and,  although  it  does  not  vest 
I'tlie  benefices  in  the  new  trustees,  it  provides,  in  certain 
18,  for  their  improvement  and  increase  out  of  the  in- 

owie  of  the  charity  property."    Then  comes  the  28th  sec- 
1  tioD,  and  it  "  effects  all  that  could  have  been  effected  for 

Iks  benefit  of  the  school  from  such  property.     It  describes 

ikftVoiefices  as  belonging  to  the  school" 

. . :  Mtm,  surely,  when  Lord  CoUenham  says,  everjrthing  was 
jtee  here  which  could  be  effected  for  the  benefit  of  the 
diool,  it  would  be  very  strong  to  say  that  nothing  bet- 
tor could  be  done  for  the  school  than  to  let  in  all  Eiig- 
kmd  to  compete  with  the  scholars  for  these  presentations, 
and  to  allow  them  to  be  elected,  in  case  only  of  their 
bring  equal  in  all  respects  in  the  opinion  of  the  majority 
rfthe  trustees.  I  think  Lord  Cottenham  would  scarcely 
lave  said,  that,  in  his  view,  everything  had  been  done  for 
the  benefit  of  the  school,  if  that  had  been  his  interpreta- 
tion of  the  section. 

1  think  the  subsequent  passage  of  the  judgment,  that 

the  most  deserving  object  is  to  be  presented,  and  a  straiiger 

^fily  if  they  cannot  find  an  object  fit,  tends  to  shew  that 

^he  view  I  take  is  the  view  which  he  thought  proper  to 

*^'>pt  with  reference  to  this  qualification,  namely,  that  if 

^*iere  be  a  fit  person  to  be  presented  of  the  favoured  class, 
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1853.        he  Is  to  be  presented ;  and,  if  not,  then  a  person  not  oft 
class  may  be  presented. 


Several  other  sections  of  the  Act  have  been  referred  J 
Judgment     ^  ^^  ^^^  think  them  material    The  strongest  in  f&yoiir^ 
the  Defendants  is  that  which  refers  to  the  election  of  i 
hibitioners;  because  there  is  there  a  different  form  of  < 
pression  for  the  election  of  exhibitioners,  which  gives  a  j 
sitive  right  to  the  exhibitioners  without  the  words 
paribus — that  thej  shall  have  the  exhibition  first  to  < 
one  set,  then  to  the  other,  and  only  in  de&ult  of  i 
the  choice  to  be  of  such  persons  as  shall  be  bom  in  1 
county.     But  then  observe,  in  that  case,  there  is 
tacked  on  to  it,  which  meets  everjrthing  that  can  be  ] 
quired  in  the  ccetera  paria:  '*  No  person  shall  be  eligiUil 
to  such  exhibition,  unless  he  shall  have  duly  attended  thtl 
said  school  for  two  years  immediately  preceding  his  goii^J 
to. any  college  in  either  of  the  said  Universities,  andi 
have  obtained  from  the  master  of  the  said  school  a  < 
ficate  of  such  attendance  under  his  hand;  and  alsoi 
such  scholar,  so  offering  himself  a  candidate  for  sue 
hibition,  is  duly  qualified  in  respect  to  learning,  aiuM 
good  morals  and  behaviour.'"     That  is  a  different  nMxb  of 
expression,  but  I  apprehend  everything  is  secured  vliick 
could  be  secured  by  the  other;  and  it  is  important  IDM- 
mark,  that  both  in  this  25th  and  in  thel  1th  section  forekek^ 
ing  the  master,  provision  is  made  for  the  examination  bodl 
of  the  exhibitioners  and  of  the  master;  and  there  is  nosodi 
provision  at  all  made  in  the  28th  section, — indeed^  noM 
could  well  have  been  made.     It  would  be  idle  to  suggeat 
that  this  corporate  body  should  set  itself  to  work  to  exi* 
mine  into  all  the  necessary  qualifications  of  a  clergymaik 
No  examination  is  suggested  by  which  any  such  result  ttf 
to  be  attained. 

1  have,  therefore,  on  the  one  hand  something  clear,  de- 
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iBite,  and  positive  to  guide  me ;  while  I  have  on  the  other  1853. 
iind  nothing  clear,  nothing  definite,  nothing  positive,  no- 
king  that  could  secure  the  very  object  of  the  Defendants, 
a  majority  should  concur  to  find  a  person  superior  on 
i  whole,  it  being  quite  sufficient,  for  the  reasons  I  have  jwtgwunt. 
,  given,  that  they  should  each  find  him  superior  in  one 
ication  which  they  respectively  conceived  to  be  para- 
it  to  every  other;  and  I  am  to  make  my  choice  upon 
I  Act  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  school,  as  to  whe- 
or  not  the  legislature  intended  a  benefit  to  the  can- 
of  the  favoured  class,  provided  he  were  fit  and 
r,  or  whether  he  was  to  be  left  to  competition  with 
t  elher  candidates,  upon  the  vague  and  general  notions 
likft  trustees. 


with  regard  to  the  evidence,  I  have  it  sworn  by 
IbuBmef/y  one  of  the  trustees  who  voted  for  Mr.  Sand- 
I  vfco  has  been  rejected,  that  he  was  equal  as  a  fit  and 
person,  and  as  being  duly  qualified.    I  do  not  find 
ffhtiny  where  disputed.    There  is  the  certificate  of  the 
Kduqp,  who  is  one  of  the  trustees,  saying  that  he  is  a  fit 
uA  proper  person ;  and  there  is  a  letter  of  another  trus- 
tee^ Mr.  Lloyd,  written  (by  his  direction)  by  his  brother, 
ittting  that  he  is  fit  and  proper.     With  the  exception  of 
lari  Ponds,  every  trustee  has  given  an  opinion  (and  Lord 
hwis  has  not  dissented  from  it,)  that  Mr.  Sandford  is  a 
itind  proper  person;  and  therefore,  having  found  him  to 
^fit  and  proper,  it  seems  to  me  that  he  has  attained  that 
^Vllity  which  will  justify  their  electing  him. 

'  Itm  not  now  considering  whether  there  is  or  is  not  to 
^  »  new  election.    The  only  question  is,  whether  Mr. 

I  *i^  having  been  appointed  without  being  superior  in 
*®  single  question  that  I  think  is  referred  to  by  the 
'•'ia— of  his  being  fit  and  proper,  is  properly  appointed 
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1863.  ill  preference  to  the  statutory  candidate.  In  my 
he  is  not  I  might  have  rested  upon  the  doubt, 
I  had  not  inclined  to  this  view.  The  doubt  wou 
been  sufficient  to  authorise  me  to  grant  an  inj 
till  the  hearing;  but  I  do  not  rest  only  upon  tha 
with  reference  to  the  practice  in  this  Court  I  am 
to  say  I  should  have  come  to  the  same  conclusioi 
had  been  the  actual  hearing  of  the  cause.  The  inji 
must  be  granted;  and  it  is  most  satisfactory  to  fii 
every  one  has  admitted — ^what  every  one  must  have 
from  the  character  of  the  majority  of  the  trustees 
they  have  been  actuated  only  by  the  highest  and 
motives  in  making  the  selection  which  they  have 
but  I  think  that  the  grounds  upon  which  they  hav 
are  not  such  as  can  be  justified  in  law  with  refer* 
the  statute;  and  upon  that  ground,  and  upon  that  | 
only,  I  grant  the  injunction. 

The  injunction  was  granted  in  the  terms  of  the  j 
omitting  the  last  clause,  which  sought  to  restnt 
Bishop  of  Lichfield  from  granting  to  Mr.  Morse  t»] 
license. 
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1864. 

JAMES  ff.  RICK  Jan.  lah  s 

HIS  was  a  motion  to  take  the  bUl  in  this  suit  pro  con-  r*«fy-i2 

^  AimA,  e,  16;  S 

^  4-4  ITiff.  4,  c. 

98;lF'tc<.e.80; 

le  bill  Stated,  that,  on  the  12th  of  May,  1851,  the  De-  -'"'Sj^  4  vui. 
lant  Michael  Bice  applied  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  loan  ^Deedt^Fur- 
501,  which  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  advance,  as  to  lOOZ.  '*^  ^;^^' 
bwith,  and  as  to  the  remaining  50L  when  the  Defend-  ^^*  promiwory 
should  apply  for  the  same;  and  it  was  agreed,  that  the  payable  on  de- 
Defendant  should  give  his  promissory  notes  for  the  with  interest  at' 
earn  and  interest  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  should  Jhan  ^Jl^pcr* 

)Ai  the  title-deeds  thereinafter  mentioned  as  a  further  ^^^  per  an- 
num, and  the 
rity  for  such  loan;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  accordingly  debt  and  in- 
to the  Defendant  the  sum  of  100/.,  and  the  Defendant  se^^  by  a 
ed  and  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff  his  promissory  note  J^^of^^S,*" 
ible  on  demand  for  the  said  sum,  with  interest  at  6L  the  promiswry 

note  is  good, 

cent  per  annum;  and  at  the  same  time  the  Defendant  but  the  deposit 

)rited  with  the  Plaintiff  the  title-deeds  relating  to  a  Th^'^ouid 

un  real  estate,  which  had  been  conveyed  to  the  De-  ^*fo J^^'J 

lant  in  fee  simple  to  the  usual  uses  to  bar  dower;  but  vict  c.  37;  for 

memorandum  of  such  deposit  was  then  or  had  since  Anne,  c.  16, 

1  given  to  the  Plaintiff.     On  the  4th  of  June,  1851,  i";trattrfor1he 

Defendant  applied  to  the  Plaintiff  to  advance  him  the  loan  of  money 

,  *  *        ,  .  at  a  higher  rate 

her  sum  of  50Z.,  in  accordance  with  the  aforesaid  ar-  of  interest  than 

gement,  which  the  Plaintiff  accordingly  did,  and  the  annuin,*and  the 

I  Defendant  gave  a  similar  promissory  note  for  this  ^f  sTrwrn^^ 

I.   In  June,  1852,  the  Defendant  applied  to  the  Plain-  4,  c.  ps,  and  i 

to  advance  him  the  further  sum  of  60Z.  for  a  week,  cepting  short 

bills  and  notes 
only,  left  all 
other  securities,  though  for  the  same  debt,  to  be  affected  by  the  12  Anne,  c.  16. 
W  title  deeds  were  originally  deposited  to  secure  an  usurious  contract,  and  afterwards  a  fur- 
*<lTance  was  made  at  a  higher  rate  of  interest,  but  upon  a  personal  contract  which  was  not 
h  the  usury  statutes,  and  it  was  subsequently  agreed  by  parol  that  a  mortgage  should  be  made 
*  Hereditaments  to  which  the  deeds  related  for  both  debts,  with  interest  at  5/.  per  cent  per 
^'—Beld,  that,  the  original  deposit  being  void,  the  subsequent  parol  agreement  could  not 
'^ined  as  a  fresh  deposit,  for  the  deeds  must  be  regarded  as  having  been  from  the  first  iu  the 
"^y  not  of  the  lender,  but  of  the  borrower. 

OL.  I.  S  E.  K.  W, 
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1854.  under  special  circumstances,  in  order  to  save  him  the 
pense  of  a  journey  to  London;  and  the  Defendant  agre 
to  repay  the  Plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  60Z.  in  a  weeJ 
time,  and  also  \0s,  for  the  accommodation.  The  Plaind 
accordingly  advanced  the  said  sum  of  60Z.  to  the  Defenc 
ant,  who  at  the  same  time  gave  him  an  unstamped  memo 
randum  in  the  words  and  figures  following: — 

"  June  5th,  185i 
"  I  hereby  acknowledge  to  have  received  this  day  feon 
David  James,  of  Gapel,  the  sum  of  Sixty  Pounds  on  loan 
to  be  repaid  in  one  week,  with  interest  often  shilhngsfoi 
the  use  of  the  same,  and  with  interest  of  ten  shillings  fo) 
every  week  so  long  as  the  said  loan  shall  remain  unpaii 
"  (Witness)  Ann  Millard.       (Signed)  Michael  Ricr 

"^60    0  0/' 

"The  Defendant  made  default  in  payment  ofthe8ai(i 
sum  of  60i.  and  interest;  and  in  the  month  of  July  or  Au- 
gust, 1852,  the  Plaintiff  had  an  interview  with  the  Defend- 
ant, and  then  proposed  that  the  Defendant  should  execute 
to  him  a  legal  mortgage  of  the  said  freehold  premises,  ol 
which  the  title-deeds  had  been  so  deposited  as  aforesaid 
together  with  certain  leasehold  property  at  Chisdhuri  ii 
Kenty  which  the  Defendant  then  stated  he  had  reccntl] 
agreed  to  purchase,  to  secure  the  said  several  loans  an( 
interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  5t  per  cent,  per  annum;  ^ 
which  proposal  the  said  Michael  Rice  agreed,  but  sue 
mortgage  was  never  completed.'' 

The  bill  further  stated  that  the  whole  of  the  three  se^ 
ral  sums  of  lOOt,  501,  and  60i.,  amounting  to  the  suili 
2 lot,  together  with  interest  thereon,  were  still  due  fSr 
the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  Defendant  sut 
quently  became  involved  in  pecuniary  diflBculties;  ani 
or  about  the  18th  of  October,  1852,  he  left  his  home,  0 
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dad  not  since  been  seen  or  heard  of,'  although  repeated  and 
diligent  inquiries  had  been  made  for  him. 

The  bill  prayed,  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what 

Wa«  due  to  the  Plaintiff  on  security  of  the  said  deposit  of 

deeds;  and  that  the  Defendant  might  be  decreed  to  pay  to 

^e  Plaintiff  what  should,  on  taking  the  said  account,  be 

foQxkddue  to  him,  together  with  the  costs  of  this  suit,  by  a 

"^o^i;  day  to  be  appointed  for  that  purpose,  and  in  default 

™*^  m  foreclosure  or  sala 
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SUxtemenk 


^^ir,  J,  F.  Prior  moved  to  take  the  bill  pro  confesso.  Argument. 

^He  Vicb-Chancellor  suggested,  that  there  might  be 
*^  objection  under  the  usury  laws  to  the  relief  prayed. 

Mr.  J.  V.  Prior.— The  statute  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  98,  s.  7, 
^liich  was  passed  in  August,  1833,  exempted  from  the 
Operation  of  the  12  Anne,  c.  1(5,  (which  enacted  that  all 
^ntracts  for  interest  at  more  than  51,  per  cent,  should  be 
Void,)  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes  "  made  pay- 
able at  or  within  three  months  after  the  date  thereof" 
The  1  Vict  c.  SO,  extended  such  exemption  to  bills  and 
notes  "  made  payable  at  or  within  twelve  months  after  the 
date  thereof;''  and  neither  statute  contained  any  restric- 
tion with  respect  to  charges  on  land.     Then,  the  2  &  3 
Vict.  c.  37,  reciting  the  last-mentioned  statute,  and  that 
it  was  expedient  that  its  provisions  should  be  extended, 
enacted,  that,  after  its  passing  (29th  July,  1839),  "  no  bill 
of  exchange  or  promissory  note,  made  payable  at  or  with- 
in twelve  months  after  the  date  thereof,  or  not  having 
more  than  twelve  months  to  run,  nor  any  contract  for  the 
loan  or  forbearance  of  money  above  the  sum  of  lOt  ster- 
Ung,  shall,  by  reason  of  any  interest  taken  thereon  or  se- 
cured thereby,  ....  be  void:"  "Provided  always,  that 
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1854.  nothing  herein  contained  shall  extend  to  the  loan  or  fc::::^ 
bearance  of  any  money  upon  security  of  any  lands,  tec^^^ 
ments,  or  hereditaments,  or  any  estate  or  interest  thereirr:^/ 

'^  In  Connop  v.  Meaka  (a),  bills  having  been  given  payi^J/^ 

at  three  months  and  dishonoured,  a  warrant  of  attorn^ 
was  given  as  security;  and  the  bills  being  upon  usmoas 
terms,  the  question  was,  whether  the  warrant  of  attorney 
was  protected  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  98,  s.  7:  and  the 
Court  held  that  it  was.     In  Ex  parte  Knighi  (6),  a  MB     -3 
which  was  good  by  the  statute  was  held  not  to  be  inyJi-       " 
dated  by  the  deposit  of  goods  as  a  collateral  security,  whe-      -i 
ther  that  deposit  could  be  sustained  or  not;  and  itwafiin-      5 
timated,  that  probably  the  deposit  would  be  illegal.  Sofiir      3 
that  case  is  against  me,  but  it  is  not  supported  by  the  other      \ 
cases  on  the  subject.     Vallance  v.  Siddel  (c)  decided,  that       1 
a  bill  or  note  payable  "on  demand"  was  within  the  Act       \ 
In  Berrington  v.  GoUis  (d)  it  was  decided,  that  a  loan  at 
usurious  interest  upon  the  security  of  the  deposit  of  a 
lease,  that  being  the  principal  security,  would  not  be 
brought  within  the  Act  of  Will  4  by  a  bill  or  note  at  three 
months,  given  collaterally  for  the  same  debt.     In  ffoBt. 
Miera  (e),  Parke,  B.,  says,  that  if  a  warrant  of  attonef 
were  taken  as  security  for  the  debt  at  usurious  inteiesl, 
it  would  be  void;  "but  if  taken  bond,  fide  to  secure  the 
bill  of  exchange,  or  if  the  latter  were  given  as  the  original 
security  for  the  usurious  interest,  it  would  have  been  good." 
So,  in  Doe  d.  Hatiffhton  v.  King  (/),  where  the  coUaieral 
security  was  a  mortgage  of  freeholds,  it  was  held  to  be  valid. 
Again,  in  BeU  v.  Coleman  (g),  deeds  having  been  deposit- 
ed as  a  collateral  security  subsequently  to  discounting 
bills  at  more  than  52.  per  cent.,  the  deposit  was  held  good; 

(a)  2  A.  &  R  326.  (e)  5  M.  &  W.  174. 

(6)  1  Deac  459.  ('/)  11  M.  &  W.  333. 

(c)  6  A.  &  K  932.  (^)  2  C.  R  268. 

(d)  5  Bing.,  N.  S.,  332. 
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and  it  was  decided,  that  it  was  not  invalidated  by  a  renewal 
of  the  acceptances  at  usurious  interest  afterwards  made, 
although  the  2  &  3  Vict  c.  37,  had  passed  in  the  mean- 
time. In  FoUett  v.  Moore  (a),  the  document  in  question 
was  not  a  promissory  note,  but  an  agreement  to  pay  5002. 
on  demand,  and  interest  at  the  rate  of  71.  per  cent.,  and 
also  to  deposit  a  lease,  and  it  was  therefore  held  to  be  void. 
Clack  V.  Sainfimry  (b)  decided  that  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c. 
98,  is  not  repealed  by  the  subsequent  statutes  of  the  1 
Vict  c.  80,  or  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37,  and  that,  therefore,  short 
bills  at  usurious  interest  are  still  legal;  and  this  was  also 
held  in  the  case  of  Nixon  v.  PhiUips  (c),  which  also  decid- 
^  that  such  a  bill  was  good,  though  secured  by  a  mort- 
g^e  on  land,  PoUock,  C.  R;  stating  the  ground  to  be  the 
great  difference  in  value  between  a  short  loan  and  a  loan 
for  a  long  period. 

In  this  case  the  deposit  was  a  collateral  security,  and  it 

"^  been  held,  that  such  a  deposit  may  be  made  to  ex^ 

^ni  by  parol  to  subsequent  advances  (d).     The  case  most 

•iBainst  my  view  is  Lane  v.  Horlock(e);  but  that  case  is 

^der  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords.     The  lender  there 

obtained  information  as  to  the  real  estates  of  the  borrower, 

*^d  then  advanced  the  money  upon  short  bills,  and  took 

*8  a  further  security  a  warrant  of  attorney,  upon  which  a 

Judgment  was  immediately  entered  up,  under  which  the 

^'ids  were  sought  to  be  affected;  but  the  Court  treated 

^he  transaction  as  a  device  to  evade  the  statute,  and  there- 
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1854. 


Atyument. 


<<»)4£xch.410. 

(6)  11  C.  B.  695. 

Cc)  7  Exch.  188. 

Cd)  <4  If  the  original  bargain 
^d  Hot  look  to  future  advances, 
^^  ^ture  advance  can  be  a 
^'"Se,  unless  the  subsequent 
'^^Y'^ction  is  equivalent  to  the 
^^"^^^^^ad   transaction*     If   it  is 


equivalent  to  a  re-delivery  of  the 
deed,  receiving  it  back  as  a  se- 
curity for  both  sums,  that  will 
do,  as  it  cannot  depend  upon  the 
mere  form:"  per  Lord  Eldon, 
in  Ex  parte  Whitbread,  19  Yes, 
209. 

(e)  1  Drew.  587. 


236  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1854.        fore  void.    Where  it  is  bon&  fide  a  short  loan,  and  not 
like  an  ordinary  mortgage  which  may  endure  for  a  kng 
time,  the  transaction  is  within  the  policy  of  the  statateB^ 
notwithstanding  there  may  be  a  deposit  of  deeds  as  a  ool* 
ArgumenL     i^^^^  security:  Ex  parte  Warrington  (a). 

The  Vice-Chancellob  observed,  that  he  had  to  act  as 
counsel  for  the  Defendant,  and  would  therefore  reserye 
his  judgment. 


Jan.  IttA. 

Judgment       ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SiB  W.  PaGB  WoOD: — 

When  this  case  came  on,  it  was  ex  parte  on  the  part  of 
the  Plaintifi*,  the  bill  being  taken  pro  confessa  But  i^ 
point  was  raised,  which  is  of  considerable  importance*;  and 
it  became  necessary  for  the  Court,  owing  to  the  form  ii^ 
which  decrees  pro  confesso  are  now  made,  to  consider 
whether  it  was  right  to  make  any  decree  at  all  in  tlii^ 
case. 

The  bill  is  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  security  on- 
land.  The  loan  was  originally  upon  a  promissory  note  pay-' 
able  on  demand  at  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  what  was 
formerly  the  legal  rate  of  interest,  and  also,  byway  of  fur- 
ther security,  there  was  an  equitable  mortgage  of  lands.  If 
the  case  had  rested  on  the  statutes  alone,  independently 
of  the  dicta  of  the  common  law  Judges  upon  them  in 
t^ie  cases  which  have  been  cited,  I  should  have  thoui^t 
the  construction  to  be  this: — ^There  was,  first,  the  sta- 
tute 12  Anne,  c.  16,  which  invalidated  all  contracts  fbr^ 

the  loan  of  money  at  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  52 

per  cent.  Then  followed  the  statute  3  &  4  WilL  4,  a  98^^ 
which  enacted,  in  respect  of  promissory  notes  and  bill^ 
having  three  months  only  to  run,  that  they  should  not  b^ 
invalidated  by  reason  of  a  higher  rate  of  interest  bein  :a 
(a)  3  De  G.,  Mac.,  &  G.  159. 
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reflerved.  Then  came  the  statutes  1  Vict  c.  80,  and  2  &  3  ^^54 
Vict  a  37,  which  extended  the  time  of  payment  to  twelve 
montlifl^  ftnd  alao  extended  the  enactment  to  all  contracts 
for  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  money  above  the  sum  of  lOZ* 
sterling;  but  the  latter  provided  that  nothing  therein  con-  JudffmetU. 
tMned  should  extend  to  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  any 
money  upon  security  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments, or  any  estate  or  interest  therein. 

The  scheme  of  the  legislature  was  this:  First,  all  such 
contracts  were  invalidated  by  the  statute  of  Anne;  then, 
by  a  later  statute,  particular  securities,  such  as  a  promis- 
sory note  payable  in  three  months,  were  excepted,  leaving 
every  other  contract  subject  to  the  general  law.  Then 
came  the  statute  of  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37,  which  applied  to 
all  contracts  for  the  loan  of  money,  and  not  merely  to 
promissory  notes  and  bills;  and  it  then,  for  the  first  time, 

I       became  necessary  to  provide,  that  contracts  which  affected 

[       ™d  should  be  still  liable  to  the  statute  of  Anne. 

I  should  not  have  considered,  because  a  promissory 
Dote  for  three  months  was  taken  out  of  the  operation  of 
tte  statute  of  Anne,  that,  in  a  case  where  there  was  such  a 
P'OBiissory  note,  and  alscTa  further  security  upon  land  for 
*"®  same  loan,  that  further  security  could  in  any  way  be 
^Pported,  though  the  promissory  note  would  be  good. 
°^  the  dicta  of  the  common  law  Judges  in  the  cases  on 
*ma   subject  have  thrown  some  doubt  upon  this  part  of 
*ke  question.    The  first  case  in  which  it  came  under  the 
J^^cisideration  of  the  Court  was  the  case  of  Doe  v.  King  (a), 
^  "which  the  contract  was  held  valid,  not  on  account  of 
*«o  statute,  but  from  the  particular  nature  of  the  transac- 
tion. • 

-*^ere  a  promissory  note  was  given,  which  was  perfectly 
8<HHl^   being  for  interest  at  the  rate  of  51  per  cent  only. 

(a)  IIM.  &  W.  333. 
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JudffmenL 


It  was  discounted,  and  then  a  mortgage  was  made  i 
security  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  note  and  interatii 
from  the  date  of  the  note,  which  of  course  secured  aliipf 
sum  than  that  advanced  on  the  note,  which  was  only  ike 
amount  minus  the  discount,  so  that  the  amount  actually 
advanced  was  less  than  that  expressed  in  the  mortgip 
deed  by  the  discount     The  Judges,  on  a  verdict,  finding 
that  the  object  of  the  contract  was  merely  discounting  tie 
promissory  note,  and  that  the  mortgage  was  only  a  col- 
lateral security,  said,  that,  on  that  finding,  independently 
of  the  statutes,  they  considered  that  the  mortgage  wis 
merely  a  security  for  the  note,  and  that  there  was  no 
usurious  contract  at  all,  and  that  the  mortgage  was  good; 
and  accordingly  judgment  was  given  in  ejectment  against 
the  mortgagor.     In  giving  judgment,  Parke,  R,  said  that 
he  did  not  wish  it  to  be  understood,  that,  even  if  the  case 
had  to  rest  on  the  protection  afibrded  by  the  statutes  it 
might  not  be  supported,  because,  the  promissory  note  being 
protected,  the  subsequent  statute  of  2  &  3  Vict,  a  37,  not 
being  then  passed,  there  was  nothing  to  invalidate  the  se- 
curity on  land,  for  the  statutes  of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  a  98,  and 
1  Vict.  c.  80,  did  not  contain  the  clause  which  was  insert- 
ed in  the  statute  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37;  and  if  the  promissory 
note  for  a  debt  and  usurious  interest  were  good,  the  payee 
was  at  liberty  to  take  afterwards  a  collateral  security  on 
land  for  that  which  was  a  good  debt  under  the  former  sta- 
tutes.  The  same  eminent  Judge  seems  to  have  expressed  a 
similar  opinion  in  the  case  of  Nixon  v.  Phillip8(d).    But  in 
neither  of  these  cases  was  it  necessary  for  the  determination 
of  the  cases  before  him.    The  main  question  has  never  been 
decided,  except  in  Lane  v.  Horlock  (6),  which  I  am  told 
is  now  under  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords.     That  case 
goes  to  the  extent  that  such  a  security  on  land  is  invalid, 
and  somewhat  further  with  respect  to  the  particular  na- 
ture of  the  security  which  was  there  given.     Looking  at 

(a)  7  Exch.  188.  (b)  1  Drew.  587 
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ibeqnmlkm  on  principle,  the  statute  12  Anne,  c.  1 6,  invali-         1864. 
chtod  e?€i7  seeuritj  for  interest  above  51  per  cent.  Then 
tihare  WIS  another  statute,  taking  out  of  the  operation  of 
tbit  Act  only  promissory  notes  and  bills  of  exchange  hav- 
ing a  short  time  to  run;  therefore,  any  other  security  for 
tlie  money  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  note,  collaterally 
giien,  could  not  stand  under  the  statute  of  Anne,  not  be- 
ing itself  protected,  just  as  in  other  instances,  where  a 
deed  may  be  good  in  part,  as  in  cases  of  securities  on  a 
lifing,  such  as  Mauys  v.  LecJce(a),  and  as  in  cases  under 
the  Mortmain  Acts,  where  there  is  a  devise  of  property  for 
diaritable  trusts,  the  legislature  invalidates  such  securi* 
ties  as  to  one  portion  of  the  property,  and  allows  them  to 
liAYe  full  operation  with  regard  to  the  other.    So  here  the 
legislature  invalidates  every  part  of  the  transaction  except 
ike  promissory  note;  and  then,  the  subsequent  statute  of 
the  2nd  and  3rd  Vict  extending  the  protection  to  all  con- 
tiscts,  of  course  it  was  necessary  to  introduce  the  proviso 
excq>tmg  securities  on  land.   I  entirely  concur  in  the  opin-. 
ion  of  Vice-Chancellor  Kinderdey  and  the  Lord  Justices, 
thai  the  effect  of  that  proviso  is  not  to  invalidate  the  secu- 
rities which  do  not  relate  to  the  land,  although  the  words 
nised  a  doubt  upon  that  point;  but  to  take  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  statute  every  contract  except  that  which 
▼as  protected,  not  invalidating  every  contract  which  was 
connected  with  the  security  on  land,  but  simply  leaving 
the  statute  of  Apne  to  have  full  operation  with  reference 
to  securities  on  land. 

But,  although  the  main  question  has  not  been  decided 
in  any  case  except  that  of  Lane  v.  Horlock  (6),  the  Lord 
Justice  TumeVy  in  Ex  parte  Warrington  (c),  expresses  a 
▼cry  strong  opinion  upon  it  He  says:  "  Supposing,  there- 
fore, these  three  months  bills  to  be  struck  at  by  the  2  &  3 

(a)  8  T.  R  411.       (6)  1  Drew.  687.       (c)  3  De  G.,  Mac,  &  G.  171. 
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1854.        Vict  c.  37,  but  which  I  do  not  think  is  the  caae^  thqr 
would  be  good  under  the  statute  of  Willian^"  (the  ^mi- 
tion  there  was  wholly  on  the  validity  of  the  bills  and  not 
of  the  security  at  all),  '' unless  indeed  that  statute  bein 
the  construction  contended  for  by  the  appellant,  that  it 
applies  only  where  there  is  no  other  security  than  tbe 
bill.    I  cannot,  however,  adopt  that  constructioa    The 
statute,  in  terms,  validates  all  three  months  billfl^  tnd 
I  can  see  no  ground  for  introducing  into  it  the  qualifidh 
tion,  that  it  shall  extend  to  such  bills  only  when  Huf 
are  not  otherwise  secured;  nor  do  I  think  it  wai  aa- 
cessary  that  such  a  qualification  should  be  introduced. 
This  statute,  like  the  statute  of  Victoria,  might,  as  it  seoDS 
to  me,  well  have  been  construed  to  have  left  any  securities 
beyond  the  bills  to  be  affected  by  the  statute  of  Anne.'' 
That  is  exactly  the  construction  which  I  think  must  be 
given  to  this  statute.    It  enables  you  to  take  a  security  by 
way  of  bill  or  promissory  note,  at  a  high  rate  of  interest,  if 
you  choose,  and  to  couple  with  it  other  securities  on  Isnd^ 
and  the  bill  or  note  is  not  thereby  invalidated,  but  th^ 
other  securities  are  obstructed  by  the  statute  of  Anne,  t^ 
am  of  opinion  that  that  is  the  true  construction  of  the  se^ 
veral  statutes;  and  therefore  I  cannot  give  any  effect  to 
the  deposit  of  the  deeds  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
promissory  note  in  this  case. 

There  is  however  here  a  further  securitv  afterwards,  at 
a  high  rate  of  interest,  by  a  contract  which  must  be  held 
good;  and  then  there  is  a  clause  in  the  bill,  which,  in 
taking  it  pro  confesso,  must  be  regarded  as  trua  [His 
Honour  read  the  paragraph  concerning  a  proposal  for  a 
mortgage  in  July  or  August,  1852,  which  is  given  ver- 
batim, supra,  p.  232.]  However,  taking  the  bill  pro  con- 
fesso will  not  bring  the  case  within  the  requirements  of^ 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  there  is  here  no  agreement  in  ^ 
writing  signed  by  the  debtor  which  would  make  this  am 


I  u  a  mortgagey  therefore,  on  the  facts  of  this  case,  an 
ment  to  make  a  Talid  mortgage  for  the  whole,  or  the 
ortion  €£  the  money,  may  thus  be  supported.  I  think, 
rer,  that  I  am  not  able  to  do  that  in  this  case,  be- 
,  haTing  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  original  de- 
was  iuTalid,  I  must  consider  that  the  deeds  are  not, 
uive  not  been,  in  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiff  at  all  I 
)t  hold,  that,  those  deeds  being  in  his  hands  under 
circumstances,  he  has  such  a  possession  of  the  deeds 
enable  him  to  create  a  mortgage,  which  would  other- 
be  invalid  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  I  must  consi- 
hat  the  Plaintiff  has  got  the  deeds  merely  as  the 
;  of  the  original'mortgagor.  I  cannot,  therefore,  find 
node  of  giving  effect  to  the  security  by  means  of  the 
quent  agreement  averred  in  the  bill,  which  was  not 
itiDg  signed  by  the  Defendant.  The  bill  must,  there- 
be  dismissed,  without  costa 
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Jan.  13fA  d: 
14^. 

£$cfvw — JEw- 
dence^Ap- 
poimtmaiii  €f 
J^ortiomto 
CkUdrem — 
Fraud  on  the 
Power. 


ROWLEY  V.  ROWLEY. 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  by  the  Hon.  Hugh  HowUtfy  an  in&nt, 
against  his  brother,  the  Hon.  Hercules  Rowley^  and  othen, 
praying  that  it  might  be  declared  that  certain  deeds  rf 
appointment,  dated  the  22nd  and  23rd  of  January,  18S9, 
were  void  as  an  execution  of  a  power  of  appointment  over 
pointmrat'o^a  »  8um  of  30,0001,  and  that  they  might  be  delivered  up  to 
STySj^^^  be  cancelled;  and  that  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  said 

children^  por- 

tioni  haying 

been  properly 

executed,  and  being  found  in  the  custody  of  the  fiunily  solicitor: — Held^  that  the  oniis  was  divwi 

upon  the  party  disputing  them  to  proTe  their  invalidity  as  escrows. 

A  husband  and  wife  lived  apart,  and  the  wife  had  the  care  of  one  of  their  two  younger  chiUiCi. 
The  husband  being  desirous  of  raising  money  by  mortgage  of  his  settled  estates,  and  being  unable  to  i» 
so  on  account  of  the  existing  charges  thereon,  applied  to  the  wife  to  postpone  her  pin-moiiej  ttA 
jointure  annuities  to  his  proposed  mortgages.  The  wife  consented,  provided  that  the  husband  wnU 
exercise  a  power  of  appointment  which  he  had  over  a  sum  of  30,0(M)/.,  in  fevour  of  his  yougv 
children,  to  the  extent  of  appointing  5000/.  to  the  child  under  her  care.  He  accordingly  did  loty 
a  revocable  deed;  and  by  a  similar  deed,  dated  the  next  day,  reciting  the  former  appointment,  1m 
appointed  the  rest  of  the  fund  to  his  only  other  younger  child.  The  former  deed  onty  was  eoa* 
municated  to  the  wife,  and,  she  objecting  to  the  power  of  revocation,  it  vras  cancelled,  and  a  iwv 
irrevocable  deed  was  prepared  and  executed  of  the  same  date  as  the  former.  The  husband  disd 
before  the  mortgage  which  he  proposed  to  make  was  effected. 

On  an  attempt  being  made  to  prove  that  the  deeds  were  given  to  the  fiunily  solicitor  as  esoowi, 
not  to  take  effect  until  the  mortgage  transaction  was  completed: — 

HeUy  that  though,  a  priori,  it  was  probable  that  the  appointment  of  the  5000/.  might  have  beet 
■o  made,  there  was  not  the  same  probability  as  to  the  other  appointment  of  the  25,000/. ;  and  althoogh 
a  purchaser  in  the  position  of  the  wife  would  not  have  expected  to  have  the  deed  of  appointment  ti 
the  5000/.  delivered  to  him  until  the  consideration  was  paid,  that  rule  would  not  apply  to  the  csis 
of  a  mother  seeking  the  benefit  of  one  of  her  children  by  inducing  the  fiither  to  exercise  a  power  of 
appointment  in  the  child *s  fevour;  and  the  evidence  of  the  solicitor  who  prepared  the  deeds,  to  tbe 
effect  that  they  were  delivered  to  him  as  escrows,  being  unsupported  by  any  other  witness,  being 
given  fourteen  years  after  the  transaction,  not  very  exactly,  and  being  entirely  contradicted  by  ktf 
conduct  at  the  time  of  their  execution,  and  subsequently,  it  was  discredited,  and  the  deeds  wen 
considered  to  have  been  duly  sealed  and  delivered. 

Hdd^  also,  that  although  the  bribe  to  the  husband  would  affect  the  validity  of  the  appointment 
of  the  5000/i,  yet  that  the  appointment  of  the  25,000/.  was  not  so  connected  with  the  former  ap- 
pointment a*  to  be  also  invalid;  nor  indeed  was  the  motive  for  the  latter  appointment  the  same  ss 
in  the  former  case,  for,  instead  of  being  an  inducement  to  the  wife  to  consent  to  the  proposed  ar 
rangement,  the  second  appointment,  if  revealed  to  her,  would  probably  have  prevented  her  con- 
curring in  postponing  her  pin-money  and  jointure. 

If  a  power  of  jointuring  be  exercised  on  a  corrupt  bargain  for  some  benefit  to  be  given  to  tbe 
husband,  the  fraud  being  only  upon  the  donor  of  the  power,  the  Court  will  sever  the  appointment, 
and  hold  it  to  be  good  so  fer  as  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  jointress,  and  bad  as  to  the  rest. 

But  although,  under  a  power  of  distribution  among  children,  the  fond  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
gross  fond,  to  be  fiurly  apportioned  among  all  the  objects;  yet  the  donee,  by  appointing  one  shsre 
corruptly,  has  only  to  that  extent  diminished  the  common  fund;  and  the  Court  will  not,  on  that 
account,  in  consideration  of  the  rights  of  the  objects  of  the  power,  hold  the  whole  to  be  invalid. 
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nd  Defendant  in  the  said  sum  and  the  interest 
^ht  be  ascertained  and  declared. 

iSLiB  indentures  of  lease  and  of  release  and  ap- 

ity  bearing  date  respectiyely  the  16th  and  17th 

'ebruary,  1821,  the  indenture  of  release  and  ap- 

at  being  made  between  the  Right  Hon.  Clotwor- 

1  Lord  Langfordy  since  deceased,  and  the  Right 

fiances  Lady  Longford  his  wife,  and  the  Hon.  Her- 

awjford  Rowley,  afterwards  Lord  Langfordy  also 

eceased,  of  the  first  part;  WxUxam  Disney  wi^  Ahror 

fenry  ChamberSy  the  elder,  of  the  second  part ;  Wil- 

ioding  and  Ahraham  Henry  C/iambers  the  younger, 

;  third  part;  and  Chambers  Ponsonby  and  the  Right 

Arthur  James  Plunket  now  Earl  FingaUy  of  the 

th  part :  The  said  Clottuorthy  Lord  Langford  and  Fran- 

Lady  Langford  his  wife,  and  Hercules  Langford  Row- 

,  for  the  considerations  and  by  virtue  and  in  exercise 

the  power  therein  mentioned,  appointed,  conveyed,  and 

ssured  unto  the  said  WUliam  Disney  SLndAbrahafr^  Henry 

^rubers  the  elder,  certain  hereditaments  therein  describ- 

d,  situated  in  the  county  of  Meathy  in  Irelandy  with  cer- 

un  other  hereditaments  and  the  appurtenances:  To  hold 

he  game  hereditaments  and  premises,  subject  to  the  seve- 

il  charges  therein  mentioned,  unto  the  said  William  Dis- 

•qf  and  Ahraham  Henry  Chambers  the  elder,  their  heirs 

lid  assigns,  to  the  use  of  the  said  Chambers  Ponsonbyy 

nd  Arthur  James  Plunket  now  Earl  FingaUy  their  execu- 

nrs,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  and  during  and  unto 

le  foil  term  of  1600  years,  to  commence  from  the  date  of 

le  said  indenture  of  release  and  appointment,  upon  trust, 

case  there  should  be  two  or  more  children  of  Hercules 

tngford  Rowley  afterwards  Lord  Langford,  other  than 

d  not  being  any  of  them  an  eldest  or  only  son,  to  raise 

I  sum  of  30,0002.  for  the  portions  of  such  two  or  more 

ildren ;  the  said  sum  of  30,0002.  to  be  shared  and  divid- 
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ed  between  or  amongst  such  children  not  being  an  Mr 
est  or  only  son,  in  such  parts  or  proportions,  and  to  mt 
in  and  be  paid  to  such  children  respectively  at  or  upon 
such  ages,  days,  or  times,  and  to  be  subject  to  such  prori- 
soes,  charges,  and  limitations,  for  the  benefit  of  some  or 
one  of  the  said  children,  and  in  such  manner  as  the  aid 
HercuieaLangford  Rowley ,  afterwards  Hercules  Lord  ioij- 
fordy  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  instrument  or  instruments  ia 
writing,  with  or  without  power  of  revocation  and  newi^ 
pointment,  to  be  by  him  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  pr^ 
sence  of  and  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnessei^ 
or  by  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  by  any  co* 
dicil  or  codicils  thereto,  to  be  signed  and  attested  by  ihiee 
or  more  credible  witnesses,    should    direct  or  appoint; 
And,  in  default  of  such  direction  or  appointment,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  and  amongst  such  children  otkcr 
than  or  not  being  an  eldest  or  only  son,  share  and  shBre 
alike,  the  share  or  respective  shares  of  such  of  the  said 
children  as  should  be  a  younger  son  or  sons  to  become  a 
vested  interest  or  vested  interests  in  him  or  them  ^e8pe^ 
tively  at  his  or  their  age  or  respective  ages  of  twenty-one 
years;  and  the  share  or  respective  shares  of  such  of  them 
as  should  be  a  daughter  or  daughters,  to  become  a.  vested 
interest  or  vested  interests  in  her  or  them  respectively  at 
her  or  their  age  or  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  ot 
day  or  respective  days  of  marriage,  which  should  first  hap- 
pen, and  to  be  paid  and  payable  at  or  upon  such  ages, 
days,  or  times  accordingly,  in  case  the  same  should  happen 
after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  said  Clotwtrr- 
thy  Lord  Lcmgford  and  Hercules  Langford  Rowley^  after- 
wards Hercvlea  Lord  Langford;  but  if  the  same  should 
happen  in  their  lifetime,  or  in  the  lifetime  of  the  survivor 
of  them,  then  the  same  should  be  paid  immediately  after 
the  decease  of  such  survivor,  unless  the  said  ClotwwAy 
Lord  Langford  and  Hercules  Langford  Rowley,  aftierwards 
Hercules  Lord  Langford,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  should. 


aforesaid,  or  either  of  them,  which  should  only  ez- 
I  a  part  or  parts  of  the  sum  or  sums  thereby  in- 
fer the  portion  or  portions  of  such  child  or  children 
body  of  the  said  Hercules  Langford  Rowley^  after- 
Lord  Lamgfardy  on  the  body  of  his  then  present  or 
nire  wife  or  wives  to  be  begotten,  other  than  or  not 
m  eldest  or  only  son,  such  appointment  should  be 
nd  effectual,  notwithstanding'the  non-appointment 
remaining  part  or  parts  of  such  portion  or  portions; 
that  case,  such  child  entitled  to  a  portion  or  share 
such  appointment,  should  be  entitled  to  no  further 
af  or  in  the  remaining  or  unapportioned  part  or 
f  the  moneys  thereby  intended  for  portions  as  afore- 
util  he  or  she  should  have  brought  his  or  her  ap- 
1  share  into  hotchpot,  and  should  have  accounted 
same  accordingly,  and  unless  the  s^iAHerculee  Lang- 
miejfy  afterwards  Hercules  Langford  Lord  Langford, 
declare  a  contrary  intention  in  writing.  And  in 
ne  deed  were  contained  the  usual  powers  of  main- 
e  and  advancement 


worAyJjOfri  Langford  afterwards  died,  and  the  title 
ded  upon  the  said  Hercules  Langford  Bowleg,  who 
lecame  Hercules  Lord  Langford.  He  had  three 
01  only,  namely,  the  present  Lord  Langford,  the 
lercules  Rowley,  and  the  Hon.  Hugh  Rowley. 
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The  family  estates  were  subject  to  heavy  charges,  anif 
which  were  charges  of  annuities  of  J500i  and  2000t . 
the  pin-money  and  jointure  respectively  of  Lady  Langfci 
In  1835,  Lady  Langford  instituted  a  suit  in  Chancery  i 
England,  to  recover  certain  arrears  of  her  pin-money;  an 
Hercules  Lord  Langford,  finding  a  diflBcul ty,  on  account  o 
the  existing  incumbrances  on  the  estates,  in  raising  a  sun 
of  about  75,0001,  of  which  he  was  in  want  to  pay  off  the* 
arrears  and  for  other  purposes,  entered  into  a  negotiatioi 
with  Lady  Langford,  to  induce  her  to  postpone  her  pin 
money  and  jointure  to  the  proposed  mortgages  for  the  be- 
nefit of  Lord  Langford,  To  this  Lady  Langford  consent 
ed,  upon  condition  that  the  said  Lord  Langford  should  par 
tially  exercise  his  power  of  appointment  over  the  said  sum 
of  30000?.,  by  appointing  a  sum  of  5000t  to  the  said  F«S!< 
Rowley. 


Hercules  Lord  Langford  agreed  to  this,  and  a  deed-poI 
was  prepared  by  his  solicitor,  dated  the  22nd  of  January 
1839,  by  which  the  said  Lord  Langford  appointed  50001 1( 
the  said  Hugh  Rowley.  By  another  deed-poll,  dated  oi 
the  next  day,  and  reciting  the  former  appointment,  thesav 
Lord  Langford  appointed  the  remainder  of  the  30,0001 1 
the  said  Hercules  Rowley,  Both  these  deeds  of  appoint 
ment  contained  powers  of  revocation  during  the  minori^ 
of  the  appointees.  The  appointment  of  5000t  only  '^ 
communicated  to  Lady  Langford*s  solicitors,  and  it  '^ 
objected  toby  them  on  account  of  the'power  of  revocati< 
and  Lady  Langford  required  a  fresh  deed  to  be  made,  wi 
out  such  power,  to  which  the  said  Lord  Langford  assent 
and  such  a  deed  was  accordingly  prepared,  and  dated  ' 
same  day  as  the  former  deed  of  appointment  of  the  500 
which  was  thereupon  cancelled. 


Hercules  Lord  Langford! s  solicitor,  who  prepared  th 
deeds,  in  his  evidence  before  the  Examiner  in  this  si 
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stated,  that  all  the  three  deeds  were  sealed  with  the  said 
^rdlangforcTs  seal,  and  signed  by  hira,  and  his  signature 
attested,  but  that  he  did  not  put  his  finger  on  the  seal  and 
*V>  I  deliver  this  as  my  act  and  deed,  but  he  left  the  deeds 
^tb  his  solicitor,  and  directed  the  solicitor  to  hold  them 
•nrf  not  to  part  with  them  to  any  one  without  his  consent, 
«nd  to  consider  the  matter  only  as  temporary,  and  to  be 
dependent  on  the  completion  of  the  loan;  and  that  the 
8wd  Lord  Langford  never  gave  such  consent.     The  wit- 
ness   stated  also,  that  Lady  Langford  did  not  stipulate 
for  i«iy  further  appointment  than  that  of  the  SOOOi.;  but 
that    "the  deponent  led  her  solicitor  to  believe,  that,  if 
she  gave  every  facility,  in  the  event  of  the  loan  being 
completed,  an  appointment  of  a  further  sum  would  be 
made  to  the  said  Hugh  Rowley,     A  portion  only  of  the 
75,OOOi,  about  38,820Z.  was  raised,  part  of  which  was 
applied  in  payment  of  a  prior  charge  on  the  estate,  and 
the  remainder  was  paid  to  Lady  Langford  for  arrears  of 
pin-money.     An  Act  of  Parliament  was  necessary  to  post- 
pone Lady  Langford* 8  pin-money  and  jointure.     The  rais- 
^g  of  the  remaining  part  of  the  75,000Z.  and  the  obtain- 
^^  the  necessary  Act  of  Parliament  were  prevented  by 
^^^  death  of  Hercules  Lord  Langford^  which  happened  on 
^'^eSrdof  June,  1839. 

'^'^  June,  1839,  proceedings  were  instituted  in  Ireland 
^  ^Ixe  appointment  of  guardians,  and  for  the  maintenance 
^''^^  children ;  and  the  late  Lord  Langford' 8  solicitor, 
^  lad  prepared  the  deeds  of  appointment,  stated,  that 
•^^mished  Mr.  Murphy ,  the  solicitor  for  the  infants,  on 
^  occasion,  with  copies  of  these  dee.ds,  and  an  allow- 
^^  was  subsequently  made  of  200Z.  per  annum  for  the 

.    ^X.  Hugh  Rowleyy  and  'SOOi.  per  annum  for  the  Hon. 

^^^^culea  Rowley,  by  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 

^^<ind,  in  which  the  deeds  of  appointment  were  recited. 

^^^n  this  being  communicated  to  the  solicitor  of  the  late 
^VoL.  I.  T  E.  K.  w. 
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Lord  Langford,  he  wrote  to  the  solicitor  for  the  infante 
to  get  the  allowance  of  200L  increased  to  SOOl,  as  that 
was  the  full  interest  on  500(M.  at   6L  per  cent    An- 
other person,  named  Crozier,  afterwards  acted  as  solicitof 
for  the  infants  in  Ireland;  and  in  a  correspondence  with 
him,  the  late  Lord  Langford's  solicitor  claimed  to  retwn 
the  deeds  of  appointment  by  virtue  of  a  lien  for  costs,  but 
did  not  say  anything  about  their  being  escrows.     Li  a  let- 
ter dated  the  17th  of  March,  1847,  to  Mr.  Hone,  a  solici- 
tor in  Irdandy  who  was  engaged  for  the  Plaintiffs  in  a 
foreclosure  suit  against  the  present  Lord  Langfordy  the 
late  Lord  Langford' 8  solicitor  wrote:  "As  to  the  deeds  of 
appointment  of  the  30,0001 ...  I  am  owed  a  lai^  sum  of 
money  in  this  most  unfortunate  matter  ....  If  I  can  see 
that  I  shall  be  paid  my  losses,  I  will  do  what  I  can  re- 
specting these  appointments;  and  I  think  that  I  can  ren- 
der material  assistance  in  the  matter.     At  all  events,  it  is 
of  great  moment  to  the  second  son  of  the  late  Lord  Laiif- 
fordr 

The  attesting  witness  to  the  deeds  of  appointment 
proved,  that  the  deeds  of  appointment  were  executed  in 
the  usual  manner,  nothing  having  taken  place  before  him 
to  shew  that  they  were  to  be  only  escrows.  Other  acts  of 
the  late  Lord  Langford's  solicitor  and  certain  other  por- 
tions of  the  evidence  are  stated  in  the  judgment. 


Arffument,  The  Solicitor-General,  Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Flather, 
for  the  Plaintiff,  argued  that  the  deeds  of  appointment 
were  executed  on  condition  not  to  take  effect  if  the  money 
intended  to  be  raised  by  the  late  Lord  Langford,  with  the^ 
consent  of  his  wife,  was  not  in  fact  raised ;  and  that,  as  this 
money  was  not  raised  in  the  manner  intended,  the  deeds 
remained  merely  escrows.  In  Johnson  Y.Baker  (a),  previ — 
(a)  4  R  &  Aid.  440. 
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ffulj  to  the  execntion  of  a  composition  deed,  it  waa  stated, 
k  tiepieseiice  of  the  surety,  that,  in  case  all  the  creditors 
dSJootezecate  it,  the  deed  should  be  void.    The  surety 
c&ectly  afterwards  executed  the   deed  in  the  ordinary 
i»7,  and  it  was  delivered  to  one  of  the  creditors  to  ob- 
tm  the  execution  by  alL     This,  however,  was  not  done, 
and  the  action  being  by  creditors  who  were  not  present 
at  that  conversation,  but  had  since  executed  it,  a  plea 
that  the  deed  was  an  escrow  was  allowed.     So  in  Mur- 
ray V.  The  Earl  of  Stair  (a).      And  in  Bowker  v.  Burde- 
im(6)  it  is  laid  down  by  Parke,  B.,  that  it  is  "  now  set- 
tled, though  the  law  was  otherwise  in  ancient  times,  as 
appears  by  Sheppard*8  Touchstone,  that,  in  order  to  con- 
stitute the  delivery  of  a  writing  as  an  escrow,  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary it  should  be  done  by  express  words,  but  you  are 
to  look  at  all  the  facts  attending  the  execution,  to  all  that 
^k  place  at  the  time,  and  to  the  result  of  the  transac- 
tion; and,  therefore,  though  it  is  in  form  an  absolute  de- 
livery, if  it  can  reasonably  be  inferred  that  it  was  deliver- 
ed not  to  take  effect  as  a  deed  till  a  certain  condition 
^as  performed,  it  will  nevertheless  operate  as  an  escrow." 
-Phey  argued,  secondly,  that  both  the  appointments  had 
tlieir  inception  in  a  corrupt  agreement,  for  the  husband's 
>"^ni  benefit,  and  were  a  fraud  upon  the  power;  for  the  ap- 
>ointment  of  the  2o,000t,  if  not  part  of  the  fraudulent 
:raTisaction  afiecting  the  appointment  of  the  50001.,  yet 
Impended  on  and  flowed  from  it;  and,  in  the  altered  posi- 
tion of  affairs,  the  late  Lord  Langford  had  no  power  to 
i:¥\ake  this  latter  appointment.     In  Lane  v.  Page{c),  Lord 
TTcrdtvicke  doubted,  in  such  a  case,  whether  the  whole  ap- 
pointment was  void  or  not.     But,   in   Daubeny  v.  Cock- 
hn'n[i)^  it  was  held  that  an  appointment  to  one  of  the 
children  under  a  power  of  selection,  upon  a  condition  in 
favour  of  a  stranger,  was  a  fraud  upon  the  other  objects  of 
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W2B.&C.82. 
^^)  U  M.  &  W.  128. 


(c)  Amb.  233. 
\d)  1  Mer.  626. 
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the  power,  who  might  not,  and  in  all  probability  wc^ 
not,  have  been  excluded  but  for  the  agreement,  and  m  ^ 
particularly  a  fraud  on  those  entitled  in  default;  for,  1 
for  the  agreement,  the  appointment  might  not  have  be 
made  at  all ;  and  that  the  transaction,  being  tainted  w-: 
fraud,  must  be  wholly  undone:  Farmer  v.  Mart%n{d),  -d 
nold  V.  HardwicJce  (6),  Askham  v.  Barker  (c). 

Sir  F,  Kelly,  Mr.  Elmsley,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Shapter,  i 
the  Hon.  Hercules  Rowley,  argued  that  these  deeds  we 
not  mere  escrows:  and  that  the  two  appointments  we 
independent;  and  though  the  former  might  be  void  as 
fraud  upon  the  power,  the  latter  was  nevertheless  vali 
Jackson  v.  Jackson  (d).  In  Harrison  v.  RandaM(e),  as 
appears  from  the  statement  of  the  case  in  p.  401,  the  a 
pointor  made  an  appointment  of  bonuses  on  certain  polici 
of  insurance,  which  were  the  subject  of  the  power,  to  ihi 
of  his  daughters  who  were  of  age,  in  a  manner  which  "W 
a  fraud  upon  the  power.  He  afterwards  made  a  furtl 
appointment  of  the  moneys  secured  by  two  of  the  polici 
by  a  deed  reciting  the  former  appointment  to  his  f<^ 
other  daughters,  in  such  manner  as  to  make  them  all  ab<= 
equal.  Subsequently,  the  donee  of  the  power  appoiii^'^ 
the  remaining  policies  among  his  children.  The  bill  ^ 
filed  by  two  of  the  daughters,  who  were  infants  at  ^ 
time  of  the  first  appointment  of  the  bonuses,  to  setitasi- 
The  Vice-Chancellor  there  held,  that  the  first  two  appoL: 
ments  were  so  closely  connected,  that  they  must  stand 
fall  together;  but  there  was  no  suggestion  whatever  tk 
the  last  appointment  was  at  all  affected. 

Mr.  Bacon,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Lemn,  for  the  solicitor  of  tj 
late  Lord  Langford,  who  prepared  the  deeds. 


(a)  2  Sim.  502. 
(6)  7  Sim.  343. 
\c)  12  Beav.  499. 


{d)  Dru.  120. 
(6)  9  Hare,  397. 
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Ml  Vauffhan  Johnson  for  the  trusteea 

The  SolicUor-Oeneral  in  reply. 

riCK.CHA5CELL0B  SiB  W.  PaGB  WoOD:—  JvdgmejU, 

Ifl  thought  that,  by  giving  any  further  consideration  to 
^case,  I  should  at  all  alter  the  opinion  which  I  have  form-* 
^  Dotwithstanding  the  very  able  argument  that  has  been 
addressed  to  me  by  the  Solicitor- Oeneraly  I  would  reserve 
^J  decision.  But  it  does  not  appear  to  me,  the  more  the 
<^sse  is  sifted,  that  I  should  be  inclined  in  any  way  to  alter 
^ny  opinion  of  the  result  of  these  instruments  executed  by 
the  late  Lord  Langford.  Before  I  consider  the  effect  of 
these  instruments,  I  have  first  of  all  to  ascertain  that  they 
liave  been  executed  by  him  as  deeds  intended  to  have  a 
>ermanent  effect,  and  not  merely  delivered  as  escrows.  The 
(eeds  themselves  are  to  all  appearance  properly  executed, 
Jxd  they  are,  I  may  say,  in  the  proper  custody,  namely,  that 
f"  the  family  solicitor ;  for  though,  in  strictness,  the  pro- 
«T  custody  would  be  that  of  the  trustees,  who  hav6  ulti- 
lately  to  raise  the  money  and  distribute  it,  yet,  in  prac- 
Lce,  with  regard  to  all  matters  relative  to  the  distribution 
:f*  the  fund  among  the  children  or  the  issue  of  a  mar- 
Lage,  I  believe  the  family  solicitor  usually  retains  the  deed 
f  appointment  These  deeds,  then,  being  upon  the  face 
''f  them  properly  executed,  and  being  in  the  proper  custo- 
l^y,  the  onus  is  thrown  upon  the  Plaintiff,  to  shew  that 
^«y  were  not  intended  to  have  the  effect,  which,  upon  the 
^<^  of  them,  they  would  appear  to  have,  but  that  they 
^«re  delivered  merely  for  a  specific  purpose,  in  fact  as 
^<^rows,  to  be  used  and  to  take  full  effect  only  in  a  given- 

The  Plaintiff  has  endeavoured  to  support  that  case  by 
^^oducing  as  a  witness  the  solicitor  who  prepared  the  deeds. 
LHis  Honour  stated  the  evidence  of  this  witness,  as  to  the 
^^ocution  of  the  deeds,  to  the  effect  given  above,  p.  247.] 
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The  testimony  of  the  attesting  witnesses  does  not 
actly  agree  with  the  evidence  of  this  witness.  AnybcM 
more  especially  if  he  knew  that  it  was  a  lawyer  who  w 
speaking  of  this  matter,  would  suppose  that  Lord  Langfoi 
did  not  go  through  the  whole  formality  of  saying,  '*  Thi 
is  my  act  and  deed;"  but  the  attesting  witness  proves  tlia 
the  deeds  were  delivered  in  the  customary  and  usual  fonn 
nothing  having  taken  place  before  him  with  reference  tc 
the  deeds  being  delivered  as  escrows.  But,  at  the  same 
time,  if  it  had  been  clearly  established  in  evidence  thai 
this  which  the  solicitor  avers  really  had  taken  place,  it 
would  be  open  to  the  parties  to  insist  that  these  deed: 
were  delivered  as  escrows,  notwithstanding  their  forma 
execution  in  the  manner  described  by  the  attesting  wit 
ness.  In  order  to  support  the  case,  that  these  deeds  wei 
only  escrows,  it  is  sought  to  be  shewn,  that,  a  priori,  t^ 
nature  of  the  case  is  such  that  the  probability  is,  tl 
such  an  arrangement  would  take  place.  There  is  a  gx^ 
deal  to  be  said  on  both  sides  with  reference  to  that  p 
of  the  argument.  I  do  not  see  any  reason  why  the 
cond  deed  of  appointment,  namely,  that  for  the  25,00 
should  have  been  executed  at  all,  except  of  the  f 
choice  of  Lord  Langford;  and  still  less,  why,  when 
was  executed,  it  was  not  to  have  effect,  especially  wh 
I  recollect  that  it  could  not  have  immediate  effect,  a 
that  it  contained  a  power  of  revocation  at  any  time  befi 
the  son  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one,  leaving  it,  the 
fore,  wholly  in  the  power  of  Lord  Langford  to  determi 
whether  it  should  take  effect  or  not.  Therefore,  with 
gard  to  that  deed,  there  is  not  the  slightest  reason  for  si 
posing  that  Lord  Langford  would  say  it  was  to  be 
pendent  on  the  completion  of  the  loan  which  was  be: 
negotiated.  But,  with  regard  to  the  other  deed  appoi 
ing  the  5000/.,  if  there  were  nothing  in  the  case  to  shi 
the  testimony  of  the  solicitor  whose  evidence  I  have 
ferred  to,  it  does  seem  probable  that  Lord  Langford  mi^ 
say,  "  Mind,  this  deed  is  not  to  have  its  full  effect,"  i 
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"until  the  loan  is  completed/'  but  "  until  I  hare  Lady 
lon/onfs  completion  of  all  that  she  is  to  do  with  re- 
terence  to  raising  this  sum  of  money."    But,  before  I  get 
to  the  subsequent  proceedings  of  the  solicitor,  there  is 
ereo  on  this  part  of  the  case  that  which  tends  to  shake 
tk  presumption  that  might  arise  a  priori  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  case,  namely,  that  the  solicitor  proceeds  in  his 
testimony  to  say  that  this  deed  of  appointment  of  the 
MOW.,  which  was  of  a  revocable  description,  was  shewn  to 
iMj  Langford*8  solicitors,  and  that  they  objected  to  it  as 
ieing  revocable;  and  that,  accordingly,  a  new  deed  was 
executed,  which  was  an  irrevocable  instrument,  to  the 
amount  of  500(M. ;  and  that  this  deed  was  again  shewn  to 
i^j Langford's  solicitors;  and  certainly  there  was  not 
anything  then  stated  to  them  to  lead  them  to  conclude 
that  this  deed  was  delivered  as  an  escrow.    In  fact,  every- 
thing  was  said  to  lead  Lady  Laiigford  to  suppose  that  the 
tiling  had  been  done  in  the  way  in  which  she  desired  it  to 
be  done.    A  purchaser  in  such  a  case  certainly  would  not 
Have  expected  to  have  such  a  deed  as  this  delivered  up  to 
li  ira  until  the  purchase-money  was  paid ;  but  I  do  not  think 
t-Iie  same  remark  applies  with  equal  force  to  a  family  ar- 
x"angement  of  this  description,  in  which  the  mother  is 
seeking  to  benefit  one  of  her  infant  children.     I  do  not 
t^tink  that  the  inference  arises  from  the  nature  of  the 
transaction,  that  the  father  would  not  execute  this  deed 
^1  behalf  of  his  child  until  everything  had  been  done  com- 
pletely and  in  proper  form  on  the  part  of  Lady  Langford 
towards  the  completion  of  the  transaction. 
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But,  I  am  next  to  look  here  to  what  was  done  by  the  soli- 
citor who  prepared  these  deeds,  and  to  the  distance  of  time 
^hich  had  intervened  between  the  execution  of  the  deed  of 
1^39  and  the  first  time  at  which  this  solicitor  set  up  any 
P^rt  of  the  case  which  he  now  makes.  I  think  it  would  be 
^^ended  with  the  utmost  danger  to  all  deeds,  if  I  were  to 
^y  that  I  could  get  rid  of  the  effect  of  insitrumcnts  appa- 
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rently  well  executed  and  in  the  proper  custody^  upon 
testimony  of  a  single  witness  stating  these  facts  from  m^^ 
mory,  after  an  interval  of  about  fourteen  years  from  tt^^w 
occurrence,  and  not  able,  as  he  expressly  says  himself^    to 
give  the  exact  words  which  were  used — not  able  to  st&te 
the  precise  time  at  which  it  took  place — not  able  to  give 
any  account  of  the  transaction  with  that  degree  of  preci- 
sion which  one  would  expect  in  a  matter  of  this  magni- 
tude.    It  cannot  be  supposed  that  I  can  give  that  weigbt 
to  the  testimony  of  a  witness  who  is  speaking  of  these 
matters  from  his  recollection,  more  especially  when  it  is 
contrasted  with  the  much  better  testimony  that  he  affords 
by  his  actions  at  the  time  when  the  whole  transaction  was 
far  more  recent  and  far  more  completely  within  his  me- 
mory.    I  am  acting  on  this  solicitor's  own  testimony,  and 
I  say  that  I  believe  his  actions  at  a  much  earlier  period,  in 
preference  to  believing  his  recollections  at  a  much  more 
distant  period,  which  appear  to  me  to  be  entirely  inconsis- 
tent with  the  acts  so  performed  by  him.     It  appean^  that, 
soon  after  Lord  Laniard's  death,  this  solicitor  furnished 
Mr.  Murphy,  the  family  solicitor  in  Ireland,  with  copies 
of  these  deeds;  and  he  states,  in  his  cross-examination^ 
the  purpose  for  which  the  copies  were  required.    He  says 
distinctly  in  his  cross-examination,  ''Immediately  after 
Lord  Langford's  death,  Mr.  Murphy  was  in  London^  and 
asked  me  for  copies  of  the  deeds,  and  he  took  them  over 
with  him.     This  was  before  the  proceedings  were  taken. 
I  am  not  certain  of  this.     I  think  the  copies  were  furnish- 
ed before  the  reference  to  the  Master,  Mr.  Henn,     I  think 
Mr.  Murphy  told  me  it  was  for  getting  guardians  appoint- 
ed, and  it  was  solely  for  that  purpose.     I  think  a  commu- 
nication was  made  to  me  of  the  Master's  report,  that  an 
allowance  was  made  to  the  Plaintiff  of  200t  per  annum, 
and  to  the  Defendant  Rowley  of  5002.     I  got  this  commu- 
nication on  or  about  October,  1839.    On  or  about  the  26th 
of  October,  1839,  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Murphy"    He  furnished 
copies  of  these  documents  to  Mr.  Murphy,  with  an  inti- 
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iB«tioii  conrejed  to  him,  that  there  was  an  application  to         1354. 
Vc  mide  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland  for  the  ap- 
poutment  of  guardians.     A  communication  was  made  to 
iiffl  of  tie  Master's  report,  and  he  writes  to  Mr.  Murphy 
in  October,  1 839.     If  the  report  at  length  had  been  given,     ^^9^*^^ 
riich  lie  does  not  state,  he  would  have  found  that  it  re- 
cited these  deeds  of  appointment  as  haying  been  actually 
ezecated;  but  I  will  not  assume  that  the  whole  of  the 
eommanication  went  to  any  greater  extent  than  the  fact 
^  the  allowance  having  been  made.     Now,  I  ask,  what 
would  have  been  the  duty  of  any  solicitor  of  this  Court,  if 
he  were  told  that  copies  of  deeds,  professing  to  be  the  exe- 
cution of  powers  of  appointment  on  which  the  property 
of  infants  depended,  were  required  to  be  used  before  a 
Uaster  of  this  Court,  in  order  to  the  appointment  of  a  guar- 
dian, and  although,  in  the  first  instance,  he  was  only  told 
that  they  were  wanted  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian — 
yet,  suppose  he  was  afterwards  told  that  maintenance  had 
been  allowed  to  those  infants,  and  that  the  deeds  had 
leen  required  for  that  purpose,  what  would  have  been  his 
duty?    He  must  have  known,  that,  in  a  reference  con- 
cerning a  provision  for  maintenance,  the  amount  of  the 
infant's  property  is  a  necessary  part  of  the  inquiry,  and 
that  the  maintenance  itself  is  regulated  by  the  prospects 
w  to  the  property  of  the  infant.     Was  it  a  matter  of  no 
mportance  that  the  Master  should  be  told,  that  the  one 
nfant,  instead  of  taking  25,000t,  was  to  have  only  15,000t, 
r  only  one  half  share  of  the  fund ;  and  the  other,  instead 
f  only  having  5000i,  was  to  have  15,000/.?    If  this  soli- 
itor  had  furnished  copies  of  these  deeds  in  any  inquiry 
pon  any  matter  that  came  on  before  any  of  the  Judges  of 
lis  Court  now,  or  before  the  Masters  formerly,  knowing 
lat  they  were  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  stated  in  his  evi- 
3nce,  he  would  have  been  guilty  of  a  most  improper  act, 
tiless  he  were  satisfied  that  the  deeds  of  which  he  so  fur- 
ished  copies,  were  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes  what- 
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soever.     If  he  had  in  his  own  breast  anj  knowledge  of 
fact  that  they  were  escrows  and  not  deeds,  I  should  ki^"^^ 
thought  that  his  first  duty  would  have  been,  to  saj,  ^'^  J^ 
shall  not  furnish  you  with  copies  at  all;  the  deeds  are  <Bif 
no  use,  because  they  are  non-existent:  here  they  are,  \mi^ 
if  you  take  them,  remember  they  were  delivered  as  es- 
crows merely."    It  is  said,  that,  at  that  time,  the  tran9U>* 
tion  with  regard  to  the  loan  was  not  concluded,  and  itwat 
possible  that  it  might  have  eventually  ended  in  the  lou 
being  granted;  and,  therefore,  it  was  no  part  of  this  gentk^     ^ 
man's  duty  to  have  made  any  communication  of  this  kind     ^ 
But,  assuming  that  this  loan  could  have  been  effected  after 
the  death  of  Lord  Langfordy  still,  looking  at  the  whok 
transaction,  the  character  of  the  evidence  given  by  thii 
solicitor,  and  that  it  clearly  was  his  duty  if  he  thought  tin 
deeds  were  escrows,  and  that  they  were  dependent  od  this 
contingency,  to  say  so,  it  seems  to  me  to  make  little  or 
no  difference  in  the  case,  whether  the  contingency  iri» 
determined  or  not  determined ;  and  handing  over  these 
copies  and  allowing  them  to  be  so  used  I  must  take  to 
be  as  clear  and  distinct  a  representation  as  could  be  madey 
that  they  were  valid  and  effectual  deeds  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  whatever. 


But  it  does  not  rest  there,  for  the  solicitor  was  asked  after- 
wards by  Mr.  Crozierj  who  succeeded  Mr.  Murphy  as  the 
solicitor  in  Ireland,  for  these  deeds.     Now  this  is  his  con- 
duct within  eight  or  nine  months  after  the  transaction  in 
question, — and  I  say,  that  I  believe  his  conduct  at  that  re- 
cent period  much  more  than  I  believe  his  evidence  given 
many  years  after  the  time — Having  been  applied  to  by  Mr. 
Crosier  to  know  where  the  deeds  were,  he  writes,  on  the 
19th  of  March,  1845:  "  This  morning  I  received  a  letter 
from  a  gentleman  in  your  office,  respecting  the  deeda  of 
appointment  executed  by  the  late  Lord  Langford  in  re* 
spect  of  the  charge  on  the  Meath  estate  for  younger  chil- 
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Itea.  ThoBe  deeds  were  prepared  by  me,  and  are  in  my  1354. 
mmdon;  but  as  I  have  a  very  considerable  claim  for 
\mtBMgmA  the  late  Lord  Langford,  I  cannot  consent  to 
^  yui  with  the  deeds  or  furnish  copies  unless  my  claim  is 
attied  As  far  as  you  are  personally  concerned,  were  it  ^^tnntnt, 
lot  i«r  this  claim,  I  should  be  most  happy  to  give  you  any 
iBstaDcein  my  power;  but^  under  the  circumstances,  and 
long  so  severe  a  sufferer  as  I  am  in  a  pecuniary  point  of 
new,  I  do  not  feel  that  I  should  be  justified  in  yielding 
ipaoj  chance  through  which  I  might  obtain  payment." 


There  is  not  a  single  syllable  hinted  there  about  the 
deeds  being  escrows.     The  simple  statement  is,  that  he 
prepared  the  deeds,  and  that  they  are  in  his  possession, 
ind  that  he  cannot  part  with  them  because  he  has  got  a 
hen  upon  them,  and  that  he  shall  be  happy,  if  his  debt  is 
pud,  to  give  all  the  assistance  in  his  power.     Again,  in 
1847,  he  was  applied  to  about  the  same  deeds  by  Mr.  Hone^ 
who  was  the  solicitor  of  the  mortgagees  who  advanced  the 
J9,00(yt  to  Lord  Langford,  and  were  then  about  to  fore- 
doee  their  mortgage,  and  he  says:  "As  to  the  deeds  of 
•Rwintment  of  the  30,000t,  Mr.  if 'Coy  will  speak  to  you. 
I  am  owed  a  large  sum  of  money  in  this  unfortunate  mat- 
ter, which  has  been  a  great  source  of  loss  and  plague  to 
me.    If  you  can  see  that  I  shall  be  paid  my  losses,  I  will 
do  what  I  can  respecting  these  appointments;  and  I  think 
that  I  can  render  material  assistance  in  the  matter;  at  all 
events,  it  is  of  great  moment  to  the  second  son  of  the  late 
Lord  Langford" 


For  the  first  time  he  there  gives  some  slight  indication 
that  he  has  something  to  reveal  upon  this  subject;  but  I 
do  not  find  a  single  trace  until  that  moment  of  an  intima- 
tion that  he  had  any  information  which  could  at  all  affect 
the  deeds.  Under  those  circumstances,  it  would  be  quite 
impossible  for  me  to  say,  that  the  evidence  of  this  one  wit- 
ness, whose  testimony  in  itself  is  not  only  wholly  unoup- 
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ported,  but  is  so  contradicted  by  his  own  acts,  vonld 
sufficient  to  remove  the  difficulty  which  is  in  the  irty 
the  Plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  my  finding  here,  as  I  nSS 
before,  that  the  deeds  were,  on  the  face  of  them,  propciB^ 
executed,  and  that  they  were  in  the  proper  custody:  or  tec 
make  out  a  case  of  their  having  been  delivered  conditio^.-- 
ally  and  to  take  effect  solely  upon  the  completion  of  a  pir» 
ticular  transaction. 


I  come  then  to  the  other  part  of  the  case,  as  to  which  I 
have  felt  much  more  anxiety,  for  this  reason.  I  think  then 
is  scarcely  any  part  of  the  doctrine  of  this  Court  which  re- 
quires to  be  upheld  in  its  integrity  more  than  the  moflt 
useful  and  salutary  doctrine  respecting  the  exercise  of 
powers  by  parents  in  favour  of  their  children ;  and  I  should 
be  extremely  sorry,  if  any  decision  of  mine  should  appear 
to  throw  for  a  short  period,  however  short,  any  doubt  what- 
ever upon  the  great  principles  upon  which  this  doctrine 
has  been  established.  But  the  more  I  have  considered 
this  case,  and  the  more  I  have  had  the  benefit  of  haviDg 
it  fully  and  completely  discussed,  the  more  I  feel  satisfied 
that  there  is  really  no  ground  whatever,  upon  any  of  thoee 
principles,  for  saying,  that  the  appointment  of  the  25,000U 
under  the  whole  circumstances  of  this  case,  is  to  be  hdd 
invalid. 


With  regard  to  the  position  of  this  doctrine  as  to  powers, 
there  are  three  different  and  distinct  classes  of  cases: 
There  is,  first  of  all,  the  case  in  which  there  may  be  a  fraud 
on  the  donor  of  the  power,  or  those  who  claim  under  him, 
by  the  person  who  takes  the  fee  simple  or  other  estate 
which  is  the  subject  of  the  power.     There  may  be  cases  in 
which  the  fraud  is  on  him  alone,  there  being  only  one  per^ 
son  interested  in  the  charge  which  may  have  been  created, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  jointure,  and  many  other  similar  cases, 
such  as,  for  example,  a  power  of  raising  a  given  sum  of 
money  out  of  a  given  estate,  for  a  single  individual,  and  if 
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the  power  be  exercised,  so  as  to  enable  the  donee  of  the 
power  to  raise  money  upon  it  for  a  purpose  of  his  own,  it 
is  a  fraud  upon  the  donor  of  the  power  and  the  party 
daiming  through  him,  that  any  part  of  that  sum  should 
be  msed  for  any  purposes  except  those  prescribed  by  the 
power.    A  second  class  of  cases  is  where  the  fraud  may  be 
.  wholly  on  the  parties  who  are  interested  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  fund,  and  cannot  be  in  any  way  a  fraud  upon 
the  donor  of  the  power,  that  is,  the  charge  would  re- 
.  main,  whether  the  power  be  exercised  or  not,  but  the 
distribution  of  the  fund  would  be  the  only  point  in  ques- 
tion.   That  is  the  case  I  have  before  me.     It  is  a  case 
in  which  30,000t  would  be  necessary  to  be  raised,  whe- 
ther there  were  any  appointment  under  the  power  or  not; 
*iid,  therefore,  the  fraud,  if  any,  is  one  which  would  affect 
*he  persons  only  who  are  interested  in  the  distribution. 
Iliere  is  also  a  third  class  of  cases,  which  comprehends 
hoth  the  classes  I  have  just  mentioned,  namely,  where  the 
power  is  to  create  a  charge  as  well  as  to  distribute  it  un- 
der certain  circumstances,  or  to  particular  individuals,  in 
^hich  caise  it  would  be  a  fraud  to  have  the  power  exer- 
cised at  all,  if  the  circumstances  had  not  arisen,  or  for  the 
benefit  of  parties  who  were  not  interested  in  it,  and  who 
^ere  not  intended  to  be  interested  in  it.     The  owner  of 
the  estate  in  the  last  class  of  cases  would  be  entitled  to 
®*y,  it  never  was  intended  to  be  distributed  except  in  a 
*air  and  upright  and  honest  manner,  as  between  all  par- 
ti^ interested  in  the  charge.     With  regard  to  a  power 
^  jointure,  the  doctrine  which  the  cases  have  established, 
^lid  which  Lord  St  Leonard's,  in  his  Book  on  Powers, 
^^ys,  that  he  conceives  is  not  likely  to  be  changed  (a), 
^  certainly  open  to  the  observations  made  by  Sir  William 
^^^nt  in  Davbeny  v.  Cockbum(b),    In  the  case  of  a  power 
5^  jointure,  nobody  is  interested  but  the  one  party,  the 
•^^^litress;  and,  therefore,  if  the  charge  be  raised  under  a 
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(a)  2  Sugd.  Pow.,  edit  7th,  188. 


(b)  1  Mer.  626. 
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corrupt  bargain,  or  one  by  means  of  which  some  benefit 
is  to  be  handed  over  to  the  husband,  the  Court  will,  and 
it  has  done  so  in  several  cases,  sever  the  appointment  and 
hold  it  to  be  good  to  the  extent  to  which  the  jointress  ii 
entitled,  but  will  hold  it  to  be  bad  with  reference  to  the 
corrupt  and  improper  use  that  may  be  made  of  the  gar- 
plus.     But  that  is  open  to  the  observation  made  by  Sir 
William  Grant  in  the  case  of  Daubeny  v.  Coddmm  (c), 
where  he  says,  in  effect,  "  How  do  I  know  that  this  power 
would  ever  have  been  exercised  except  for  this  corrupt  bar- 
gain, for,  up  to  that  time,  there  had  been  no  exercise  of  the 
power;  and,  therefore,  until  he  made  this  bargain,  Ido 
not  know  that  tlie  power  would  have  been  exercised  at 
alL"     Lord  St  Leonard's  says,  he  conceives  that  to  be  a 
case  of  great  authority  for  upholding  the  principle,  that 
appointments  cannot  be  severed   except  under  circum- 
stances of  that  description;  but  that,  notwithstanding  the 
case  of  Daubeny  v.  Cockburn(a)y  it  is  now  too  late  to  have 
that  principle  as  to  jointures  changed.     But,  in  the  case 
of  distribution  among  several  objects  of  a  power,  where 
there  is  a  clear  right  in  all  the  parties  interested  in  the 
distribution,  it  is  a  novel  thing  to  say  that  the  fund  is  to 
be  considered  as  one  gross  fund,  which  is  to  be  fairly  ap- 
portioned among  the  different  persons  interested,  and  that, 
to  the  extent  to  which  the  donee  of  the  power  takes  out 
of  the  common  fund  any  portion  whatever  from  which  he 
is  himself  to  receive  a  benefit,  to  that  extent  he  has  dimi- 
nished the  common  fund  which  ought  to  be  appropriated 
amongst  all;  and,  having  diminished  it  to  that  extent,  the 
Court  will  not  permit  him  to  have  any  further  power  over 
it,  but  will  consider  the  right  of  the  other  parties  to  be  de- 
termined as  from  that  moment;  the  object  of  the  donor  of 
the  power  being  to  have  a  fair  and  equal  distribution  of  it- 
All  the  cases  that  have  happened  have  been  cases  confined 
expressly  to  the  mode  of  dealing  with  those  shares  which 
have  been  taken  out  of  the  common  fund  by  means  of  the 

(a)  1  Mer.  626. 


f  haying  power  of  making  a  distribution  among  eight 
e  children,  having  made  a  corrupt  bargain  with  one 
le  children,  the  appointments  to  the  other  children 
herefore,  been  set  aside. 

Jems  to  me  that  there  are  only  two  grounds  on 
[  could  arrive  at  the  conclusion,  that,  because  there 
sn  this  corrupt  bargain  as  to  part,  the  whole  of  the 
tments  are  to  be  set  aside.  Those  grounds  have 
rged  by  the  Solicitor-General.  One  is,  that  the  in- 
.  of  the  party  executing  the  power  is  frustrated, 
will  suppose  the  case  of  a  party  executing  the  power 
noperative  manner,  irrespective  of  the  corrupt  mo- 
tuating  him,  I  will  suppose  he  has  an  intention  to 
lOOOi.  to  A.,  and  25,000t  to  B.  The  Solidtor-Oeneral 
he  moment  the  intention  to  grant  50002.  to  A.  is 
the  surplus  is  modified  in  amount,  and  bears  a  ne- 
'  relation  to  what  had  been  taken  out  by  the  ori- 
;rant,  and  that  the  two  things  are  correlative.  It 
d,  what  would  the  appointor  have  done  if  he  had 
,  that,  instead  of  giving  5000Z.  to  his  first  son, 
1  only  attempted  to  give  him  that  which  the  law 
take  away  from  hinL  Suppose  he  felt  assured  of 
md  in  that  state  of  circumstances  had  handed  over 
,000Z.  to  the  other  son.     And  I  might  put  the  pos- 
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tion  alone,  independently  of  the  question  of  the  commp 
motive,  because  it  constantly  occurs,  that  the  donee  is  itf- 
appointed  in  the  result  of  the  distribution  that  he  makei^ 
by  his  having  overstepped  some  rule  of  law  which  it  ii 
presumed  that  he  knew:  yet  no  one  ever  heard  of  all  the 
appointments  failing  because  one  fails.  Therefore,  as  &r 
as  it  depends  upon  the  circumstance  of  the  intention  b^ 
frustrated,  I  apprehend  that  this  case  has  no  analogy  at  all 
to  those  cases  in  which  the  Court  arrives  at  the  intention 
of  the  donor,  by  looking  at  the  whole  nature  of  the  in- 
strument, as  in  the  case  of  Jackson  v.  Jackson  (a\  and 
Askham  v.  Barker  (b). 


I  come  now  to  that  part  of  the  case  which  has  been  so 
much  pressed  with  reference  to  the  corrupt  motive  of  tlie 
donee  of  the  power,  which,  it  is  said,  is  to  taint  the  whde 
of  this  transaction.  Upon  the  evidence,  this  part  of  the 
case  stands  thus:  Lady  Langford  was  afraid  that  her 
youngest  son  would  get  nothing.  She  contracted  with  the 
donee  of  the  power,  that  she  would  give  him  a  certain  her 
nefit  and  advantage  if  he  would  make  an  appointment  ia 
favour  of  the  youngest  child.  The  child,  of  course,  is  per- 
fectly innocent  in  this  transaction;  but  I  should  haie 
very  little  hesitation  in  saying,  that  an  appointment  ef 
that  kind  could  not  be  supported  if  it  became  the  in- 
terest of  any  parties  to  dispute  it,  although  I  do  not  find 
any  precise  case  to  that  effect  There  are  numeiooe 
cases  where  the  father  has  taken  an  advantage  from  the 
fund  subject  to  the  power  of  appointment.  I  think  it 
would  be  impossible  to  contend,  if  a  direct  bribe  W6K 
given  to  the  appointor,  though  out  of  a  separate  iunj 
that  the  appointment  could  be  upheld  in  favour  of  th 
party  to  whom  the  fund  subject  to  appointment  WJ 
given.  Lady  Langford  has,  then,  here  bai^gained  i 
have  the  5000Z.  appointed  to  her  youngest  son;  but,  i 


(a)  Dru.  120. 


(h)  12  Beav.  499. 


-she  irished,  at  least,  to  secure  5000Z.  out  of  the 
I  fund  for  the  benefit  of  her  youngest  child  That 
I,  the  solicitor,  to  whose  evidence  I  have  before 
,  saysy  that  all  that  took  place  with  reference  to 
OOL  was  simply,  that  the  father  was  advised,  that, 
IS  appointing  the  5000Z.,  he  might  as  well  appoint 
lie  fiind  The  deed  by  which  he  appointed  the 
of  2*5,0002L  was  never  shewn  to  Lady  Langford^ 
\  evidently  no  part  of  the  transaction  with  her. 
]  am  told  to  apply  the  doctrine  of  Davbeny  v. 
n  (a)  to  this  case,  and  to  say  that  the  motive  was 
1  cannot  be  severed.  I  acquiesce  in  every  word 
1  from  Sir  William  Orant,  when  he  said  in  ef-^ 
at,  where  there  is  an  appointment  made  by  a 
D  a  child  of  a  given  sum  of  money,  out  of  which 
be  paid  something  for  making  it,  it  is  quite  im- 
to  separate  the  appointment  by  dividing  it  into 
ts,  and  to  say,  as  far  as  the  donee  was  guided  in 
I  to  provide  for  his  child,  it  is  good,  and  therefore 
rt  wiU  support  it;  but,  so  far  as  he  wished  to  be- 
nself  from  the  fraud,  it  is  bad  And,  for  this  rea- 
cause  the  party  in  remainder  might  say,  that  the 
ras  not  actuated  in  the  appointment  by  love  to  his 
r  by  the  wish  to  provide  for  her;  or,  at  all  events, 
0  mixed  up  with  his  own  benefit  that  it  was  im- 
in  any  way  to  sever  the  two  motives,  and  to  say 
.ch  was  to  be  attributed  to  the  one  and  how  much 
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lent,  and  the  subsequent  act  depending  upon  that  motiie 
must  be  set  aside.  That  is  perfectly  intelligible^  tndit 
would  seem  very  absurd  to  come  to  any  other  condnnoi. 
The  argument  here  is,  that  the  children  have  also  tk 
right  to  say,  ''  this  was  our  common  fund,  divisible  amongik 
us  all ;  and  the  appointor  never  would  have  taken  this  put 
out  of  that  common  fund  except  he  had  been  bribed  lij 
this  means, — he  did  not  wish  to  benefit  us, — ^his  intentiion 
was  to  benefit  himself,  or,  at  all  events,  that  was  Bochi 
part  of  his  intention,  that  the  act  must  stand  or  fall  toge- 
ther, and  cannot  be  severed." 

Now,  the  whole  force  of  this  argument  appears  to  me  to 
depend  upon  the  assumption,  that,  although  this  is  an  i^ 
pointment  of  the  respective  shares  to  the  respective  parties 
and  I  will  for  this  purpose  assume  it  to  be  by  one  deed,  yet 
that  the  appointment  was  all  one  act.  It  is  not  one  act  The 
giving  of  a  share  to  each  particular  child  is,  as  to  each  ptf* 
ticular  share,  a  clear  and  distinct  and  separate  act.  The 
motive,  then,  in  every  way,  probably  often  may  be,  and 
in  fact,  almost  always  is,  difierent  with  regard  to  ead 
child.  It  is  not  one  motive  that  you  cannot  separate  anc 
split,  actuating  the  donee  of  the  power  to  make  the  grant 
but  there  is  a  different^  motive,  directing  each  and  eiet] 
one  of  those  particular  acts.  He  gives  to  child  A,  10,OOOL 
because  he  is  not  so  well  provided  for,  and  then  to  chik 
B,  3000t,  because  he  is  better  provided  for;  and  whethe 
it  be  by  one  deed  or  by  several  deeds,  the  acts  are  several 
each  capable  of  being  separated,  weighed,  estimated,  aD< 
balanced  distinctly  the  one  from  the  other.  That  seeoQ 
to  me  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Davbeny  v.  (7oci 
hum{a).  In  that  case,  it  seems  the  motive  was  one.  Wh^ 
is  the  motive  in  this  case?  The  motive  is  to  get  the  co' 
sent  of  Lady  Langford  to  postpone  her  pin-money  fl^ 
dower.  That  is  the  whole  corrupt  motive  that  is  suggest^ 
and  that,  it  is  argued,  so  runs  through  the  whole  act,  th*^ 


(a)  1  Mer.  626. 
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voald  be  iippossible  to  separate  the  motive  of  the  appoint-        1854. 
Mut  to  Hercfdea  Rowley  of  the  25,0002.,  from  the  motive  of 
Ae  appointment  to  the  younger  child  of  the  50002.,  and 
Ikttlie  appointment  of  the  25,0002L  must  fail,  as  well  as  the 
lypointment  of  the  50001     Now,  anything  more  clearly  ^'^^^ ' 

al  nuance  with  the  facts  than  the  imputation  of  this  mo- 
tire  to  Lord  Lcmgfardy  for  making  the  appointment  of  the 
SSyOOOL,  can  hardly  be  conceived.  The  only  corrupt  motive 
being  to  get  money  from  Lady  Langfard,  he  is  supposed, 
viditliat  object^  to  do  that  which  would  have  been  the  very 
thing  to  prevent  her  concurring  in  the  act  which  he  wished 
herto  da  If  she  had  been  told  that  the  whole  balance  would 
ftt  once  go  to  Hercules,  it  is  probable  that  would  have  pre- 
vented her  from  giving  her  consent;  but,  at  all  events,  I 
am  perfectly  justified,  judicially,  in  saying,  that  he  was  not 
moTed  in  any  way  to  appoint  the  25,000!.,  in  order  to  induce 
Lady  Langford  to  give  her  consent  If  that  be  so,  then  the 
ease  ifi  a  very  distinct  one  from  the  case  of  Davbeny  v.  Cock- 
htm  (a).  I  am  not  called  upon  to  split  motives;  it  seems 
to  me,  that  his  having  put  it  out  of  his  power  to  appoint 
ib  500O2L,  by  reason  of  this  improper  act,  is  not  to  affect 
tbat  which  he  has  otherwise  disposed  of.  As  far  as  the 
^vestion  of  the  intention  being  frustrated  is  concerned,  I 
We  dealt  with  that  argument.  With  regard  to  the  ac- 
^  fraudulent  motive,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  moment 
*«  had  executed  the  power  for  the  50001,  every  thing  had 
^ti  achieved  which  he  wished;  his  fraud  had  succeeded 
^<>*xipletely.  Lady  Lomgford  was  prepared  to  give  her  con- 
^%  knowing  nothing  of  the  appointment  of  the  25,000i. 
^t  left  Lord  Lomgford  master  of  his  own  motive  and  con- 
'^ct,  with  regard  to  the  25,000?.,  and  he  might  have  left  it 
wholly  undisposed  of,  or  he  might  have  given  the  whole  of  it 
^  the  Plaintiff,  or  he  might  have  given  half  to  the  one  and 
^•If  to  the  other.  It  is  very  true  that  he  did  appoint  the 
'^tOOOi.  on  the  same  day,  but  he  might  have  done  it  a  year 
(a)  1  Mer.  626. 
U2 


266 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1854. 


Judgment, 


after;  and  it  seems  to  me  the  aigument  would  have 
just  as  good  with  reference  to  the  intention  if  he  haddoa^ 
it  a  year  after,  because,  if  he  supposed  that  the  youngs 
son  had  the  5000^,  and  a  year  afterwards  he  was  led  to 
execute  the  power  for  the  25,0002.,  the  argument  as  to  tht 
intention  would  have  been  just  the  same,  and  I  feel  pa<- 
fectly  satisfied  in  my  own  mind  that  the  facts  render  it 
almost  impossible  to  come  to  any  other  conclusion,  tbui 
that,  so  far  from  having  any  illegal  and  corrupt  motive  inh 
ported  into  the  appointment  for  the  25,0002L)  it  was  quita 
confined  to  the  appointment  of  the  50002.,  which  was  the 
bargain  that  Lady  Langford  made,  as  the  consideiatkii 
for  giving  her  consent 

Now  one  word  with  regard  to  the  authority  ofAMam^. 
Barker  (a).    That  case  seems  to  have  been  simply  this :  tbo 
father  having  made  a  fraudulent  appointment  in  the  fint 
instance  to  his  daughters,  of  part  of  the  ftmd;  by  his  second 
appointment,  gave  the  whole  remainder  of  the  trust  fiM 
and  also  all  other  sums  which  might  not  be  comprised  in 
the  appointment;  indicating  therefore,  that  he  had  some 
little  suspicion  as  to  the  previous  appointment^  which  ap- 
pears to  have  been  absolute,  because  there  was  no  otbtf 
sum  which  he  had  the  power  of  appointing,  but  the  sum 
in  question.    Lord  Langdale  observes,  in  that  case,  thath6 
thinks  the  whole  transaction  is  a  continuation  of  the  saniO 
proceeding,  by  which  the  donee  had  given  originally  ihP 
daughters  the  exclusive  possession  of  part  of  the  property^ 
and,  finding  the  original  transaction  tainted  with  fraud, 
and  also  the  subsequent  one,  before  anything  takes  place  for 
setting  aside  the  deed  in  question,  by  which  the  daughten 
got  an  undue  hold  over  the  fund,  he  says,  in  effect:  "  I  find 
this  to  be  one  and  the  same  transaction  with  reference 
to  these  particular  childr^i),  and  therefore  a  transactioii 
which  should  not  be  upheld.'"  But  that  is  verydifferent  firom 


(a)  12  Beav.  499. 
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this  case,  where  the  party  having  a  portion  of  the  fund  to 
dispose  of,  after  haying  disposed  of  a  certain  portion,  dis- 
poses of  the  balance,  upon  motives  which  cannot  in  the 
slightest  d^i;ree  be  suggested  to  have  been  corrupt,  or  to 
We  been  influenced  in  any  possible  way  by  the  motive 
which  induced  him  to  dispose  of  the  first  portion.     The 
case,  therefore,  that  is  here  made,  of  any  degree  of  fraud 
affectmg  the  contract  proceeding  upon  the  second  part  of 
the  appointment,  seems  to  me  wholly  to  fail;  and  there  are 
only  these  words  which  occur  in  the  evidence,  which  have 
»  semblance  of  bearing  on  the  point,  namely,  where  the 
solicitor  says,  that  except  for  this  transaction  Lord  Laihg- 
fird  would  not  have  made  the  appointment  at  alL     Pro- 
t^bly,  in  one  sense,  that  is  true;  it  is  very  probable,  that, 
^ess  he  was  settling  his  affairs,  he  would  not  have  made 
^^  appointment  at  this  particular  juncture  of  time.     It 
^  just  as  if  a  man  for  some  c&use  or  other  is  induced  to 
^"^^e  his  will;  he  probably  would  not  have  made  his  will 
^t  for  that  cause.    So  here  Lord  Langford  was  not  ad- 
vised to  settle  the  property  upon  one  person  or  the  other, 
there  was  nothing  to  make  it  incumbent  upon  him  to  do 
80  in  the  transaction  that  had  occurred     But  the  soli- 
ctor says  to  him,  "you  are  now  doing  an  act  by  which 
you  are  indicating  your  intention  with  regard  to  one,  and 
it  is  better  that  you  should  at  the  same  time  shew  what 
your  intentions  are  with  regard  to  the  other;"  and  his  in- 
^ntions  were  his  own,  and  perfectly  unconnected  with  any 
fraudulent  conduct  or  bargain  whatsoever. 

Therefore,  under  these  circumstances,  I  can  only  come 
to  the  conclusion,  that  the  appointment  to  Hercules  Row- 
^  must  stand  unaffected  by  any  fraud  that  may  be  sup- 
posed to  have  been  committed  by  the  appointment  of  the 
^^01,  and  the  Plaintiff's  bill  must  be  dismissed,  and  I 
think  dismissed  with  costs,  except  the  costs  of  the  solici- 
t^^>  Vflio  is  made  a  party  to  this  suit. 
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Jan.uthdb    THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  THE  MAY 
^^'  DERMEN,    AND  BURGESSES    OF   WIG 

Otubrs. 

Pnwtnt/Mm.    X  HE  Corporation  of  the  borough  of  Wigan  we 

JTiI'l'-zSyi/   *^  ^^®  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  . 

'JiX   A  *  «     ^^^  *>  ^  ^^'     ""^^y  possessed  some  property  in  i 

WiU,  4, 0. 7(s    of  a  borough  fund,  consbting  of  certain  shops  a 

WhmAmani*   in  the  town,  and  of  the  fair  and  market  tolls  i 

lUm  ii^I^ul'ng  ^^»^>  ^^^  *^^  property  was  not  sufficient  to  ^ 

«n  \\\^\  mtis    oxpcnses  directed  by  the  Act  to  be  paid  out  of  e 

vtturM*  i»  to  A|»-  and  there  was  never  any  surplus  of  the  borougl 

!!rVw  u«  vimh  plioable  to  the  public  benefit  of  the  inhabitai 

ih^MMuU^H     "wpjfovement  of  the  borough.     In   consequen 

i\Mr|HMMiUm       dofioiency  of  the  borough  fund,  borough  rates  y 

\\  \\l  i^  c.  7((«    and  levied  by  the  corporation  from  time  to  time, 

m^^^T!  iJ.  prvmriims  of  the  said  Act     In  the  spring  of 

iwX^iiX?'*  ^^^n^^w^^i^'"  ^^^  borough  of  Liverpool  applied 

ih<« :  \V\U.  4     meat  for  an  Act  to  enable  them  to  obtain  a  bel 

».  44.  '      *     of  water  from  various  sources,  and,  amongst  ot 

It  »•«»*!  %s*«tt   n^  $tr1^am  of  water  which  formed  one  of  the  prii 

M%n»  Kavm>^  u\    pUe$  of  the  river  Douglas^  which  flowed  througl 

X^nlu^hwN       ^^^  ">!••.     The  millowners  and  landowners 

Ax  I  ^^flNt^vAww«l  I*  %>mM»ciwa  |«oi^mm.  %»  antj^MM  for  theesteDaonoCtboM 
«H«I  A  i^O'>  K'Mf  A|^K«IK«  t\^  tM^  C<«xt  «£  CKaiMMT.  Tkcrdbre  ndi  penons  will  not  1 
nw^x  iKo  (V\wxU  K»  |v\>r  i>w  <\|*«i*»  off<>wii>ring  m  Via*  wlkkkii  tlirown  oat,  if  the; 
M*H«il,x  x*bt*w^i  <^w  *utlwriVP  ^^  ^  C<««t  fcr  lo  doing. 

N\Nr  \»  \t  \a«<!U;  t^yr  «Imm  iv'  arf^S^  iW  ^unds  in  fnoMiQS  a  bill  for  an  ezttnani 

M><r^  *x\  xnovr^vr*!^  t^«^  W»i  tW  K««6t  rf  a  riTtr  pawnf  thiwigli  it,  wliid 
wtrrr  .^t  i^v  iKmU  ^xt  t>*  K»w5x*aA  *  UU  ^w*  Wim  PariinMBt  far  the  pacpoaedP  c 
^•mM\»  ^^  AWtx^^  *  tyrr  Wjpp  ^>rti«  *«£  ^  water  frcn  this  htw  befcre  it  leadM 
l#^\  thAt.  «n.l<?f  th*  M««Kt|«;i  0«qf«Ma»«  A«t.  aiid  paiticakffy  Mda.  M  aal  9 
<*q>^^v,v*\  0*  ih^  t^^r.  Vji.1  *ny  «n^** Kw8^  firad  <cik<  as ^er  woald  be jmtifi 
ih^  ^\y<n^  ,4  jm  ^At^>ci^txw  tiw  *x  w>ftTKt>?«  »  fevvHit  the  cMHnMa  dPndi  a  i 
Au:>,v%r.«Ni.  ^h^  V  mwe  ^^u^x  ;a«;w>i  a  aprvT-^^^  A«r  £u4i  to  eypeae  the  bill  It 
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irater  of  the  river,  apprehending  an  injury  from  the  pro- 
poeed  Act,  determined  to  oppose  the  bill,  and  desired  the 
corporation  of  Wigan  to  concur  in  such  opposition ;  and  a 
meeting  of  the  town  council  was  held,  at  which  resolutions 
vere  passed,  authorising  the  solicitors  of  some  of  the  op- 
posbg  parties  to  oppose  the  bill  also,  in  the  name  of  the 
corporation  of  Wigaru 

A  petition  was  accordingly  presented  to  Parliament 
agamst  the  bill,  under  the  seal  of  the  corporation.  The 
bill  passed  into  an  Act,  which  received  the  royal  assent  on 
the  22nd  of  July,  1847;  but  the  effect  of  the  opposition 
made  by  the  corporation  of  Wigan  was,  to  cause  to  be  in- 
troduced into  the  Act  provisions,  to  the  effect,  that  a  very 
large  body  of  water  should  be  restored  to  the  riyeT  Douglas 
aboTe  Wigan. 

After  the  passing  of  the  Act,  the  solicitors,  who  had 
conducted  the  opposition  to  the  bill,  signed  and  delivered 
to  the  town  clerk  of  the  corporation  of  Wigan,  their  bill  of 
coflts  against  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the 
borough  of  Wigan,  containing  their  charges  in  respect  of 
such  opposition,  amounting  to  about  1400?.;  and  not  being 
able  otherwise  to  procure  payment  of  their  bill,  they  com- 
menced an  action  against  the  corporation  for  that  sum. 

At  the  relation  of  one  of  the  rate  payers  of  the  borough, 
this  information  was  now  filed  against  the  mayor,  alder- 
men, and  burgesses  of  Wigan,  and  against  the  said  solici- 
tors, stating  the  principal  facts  above  mentioned,  and  al- 
leging that  the  town  council  of  Wigan  intended,  if  the  ac- 
tion was  decided  against  them,  to  pay  the  demand  out  of 
the  borough  fund,  which  could  not  be  done  without  levy- 
^g  a  rate  for  that  purpose,  or  appropriating  the  proceeds  of 
other  rates  then  in  the  hands  of  the  town  council,  which 
moneys  were  only  applicable  to  the  purposes  of  the  92nd 
section  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
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c.  76 ;  and  the  iiiformation  prayed,  that  the  mayor,  aI<Xi^ 
men,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  of  W%ff€u^  and  tlsMP 
town  council,  treasurer,  servants,  and  agents  might  be  re- 
strained by  injunction  firom  paying,  and  that  the  said  Bth 
licitors  might  be  restrained  in  like  manner  from  Tec&mg, 
the  said  bill  of  costs,  or  any  part  thereof,  out  of  the  moneji 
then,  or  at  any  time,  constituting  the  borough  fund  of  tke 
said  borough,  or  out  of  any  borough  rates  to  be  levied  in    f^ 
the  said  borough;  and  that  the  said  mayor,  aldermen,  and    r 
burgesses,  and  their  town  council,  might  be  restrained  from     \ 
making  or  levying  any  borough  rates  for  the  purposes  of    ? 
such  payment,  and  that  the  said  solicitors  might  be  re^ 
strained  in  like  manner  firom  prosecuting  the  said  actio^ 
commenced  by  them  as  aforesaid,  and  from  commencing  o^ 
prosecuting  any  other  action  against  the  said  mayor,  alder — ' 
men,  and  burgesses,  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  such  pay« 
ment 


This  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  in  the  terms  of  the 
prayer.  Numerous  affidavits  were  filed,  raising  various 
questions,  but  all  were  waived  except  the  question  of  the 
authority  of  the  corporation  to  provide  for  the  payment  of 
the  claim  of  these  solicitors.  It  was  proved,  that  the  river 
Douglas  acted  as  the  main  sewer  to  about  two-thisds  of 
the  town  of  Wigariy  and  that  the  proposed  bill  would  have 
abstracted  most  of  the  water  necessary  for  the  scourage  of 
(he  river;  and  that  the  effect  of  the  opposition  of  the  cor- 
poration had  been,  to  obtain  the  introduction  into  the 
Act,  as  it  was  passed,  of  clauses  compelling  the  promoters 
of  the  bill  to  restore  to  the  river  above  the  town  six  cubic 
feet  of  water  per  second,  and  also  a  further  quantity^  of 
800,000  gallons  daily. 


Arffument.        Mr.  W,  M,  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  the  mo- 
tion. — The  opposition  made  by  the  corporation  to  this  bill 
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r     VIS  not  for  the  pxurpose  of  defending  any  of  their  own  pro-        1854. 

[     pertjr  fiom  injury,  as  was  the  case  in  Bright  y.  North  (a);     att.-g«n. 

1     and  it  is  no  reason  for  their  spending  money  in  this  way,     j^^^*  ^ 

that  the  well-being,  and  indirectly  the  property  of  the  town     of  Wioan. 

vonld  be  benefited.     The  corporation  had  no  more  power     Argufnent. 

of  thus  applying  their  funds  than  the  overseers  of  the 

poor  or  a  dean  and  chapter  would  have  in  such  a  case. 

[The  Yige-Chakcellob. — Corporate  bodies  have  certain 

powers  of  government,  independently  of  the  Municipal 

Corporation  Act]   Those  are  special  powers,  but  they  have 

no  right  to  interfere  to  prevent  an  injury  being  done  to 

Ae  property  of  other  persons     They  have  powers  of  go- 

Temment,  and  of  paying  the  expenses  of  such  government 

imder  the  provisions  of  the  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  76,  s.  92;  but 

Ac  town  is  not  their  property,  nor  is  the  river,  nor  could 

^hey  be,  unless  they  had  been  originally  the  property  of 

^ie  Crown,  and  had  been  conferred  upon  the  corporation 

V  their  charter.    There  being  no  surplus  of  the  borough 

^^d,  the  corporation  would  have  to  raise  the  money  for 

•*^^  payment  of  this  bill,  by  a  rate,  which  would  be  il- 


Alr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cairns  control. — Unless  the  cor- 
P^x^tion  have  the  right  of  preserving  this  river,  no  one 
*^^«  such  a  right ;  and  the  object  of  their  incorporation  was, 
ft^«tt  there  should  be  a  body,  whose  duty  it  would  be  to 
■^^tch  over  the  public  interests  of  the  town.  The  corpor- 
ation, moreover,  had  property,  consisting  of  houses  in  the 
^^'^m,  and  tolls  of  markets  and  fairs,  which  would  have 
"^«a  injured  and  depreciated  by  what  was  being  done  and 
'•^tich  this  opposition  prevented.  In  Bright  v.  North  (a), 
^^^Servators  of  a  river  were  held  to  be  authorised  in  ap- 
^*^iiig  funds  destined  for  the  repair  of  the  river  banks, 
^  Oppose  a  bill  in  Parliament  for  a  purpose  likely  to  in- 

(a)  2  Ph.  216. 
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1864.       jiu^  these  banks.     In  AUarney-C^eneral  y.  The  Carped 
"    \-  "      Hon  of  NormA  (a),  borough  funds  were  conaiderecL- 

V.  be  rightly  applied  in  opposing  quo  warranto  infon^ci 

or  WraAN.  tions  against  individual  members,  the  object  of  which  ^^"J 
to  destroy  the  corporation.  In  another  case  of  the  saKC 
name,  Attornetf-^enertd  v.  The  Corporation  *of  Norwviii(V^ 
the  corporation  were  restrained  from  promoting  a  bill  ^ 
the  expense  of  the  borough  fund,  to  enable  them  to  xM^ 
prove  the  navigation  of  the  river  which  flowed  throng 
their  city. — ^The  Yicb-Chahcellob  referred  to  AiUom^, 
General  v.  AnJbreum  (c),  in  which  the  same  point  was  ^ 
cided. 

Mr.  TT.  If.  James^  Q.  C,  in  reply. 


JwigmaU.       ViCB-ChANCKLLOB  SiE  W.  PaOB  WoOD: — 

This  case  presents  considerable  difficulties  before  I  cai 
arrive  at  the  point  that  has  been  aigued,  but  all  partie 
seem  to  wish  that  they  should  be  waived. 

In  the  first  place,  the  application  is  for  an  injunction  t 
restrain  the  corporation  from  raising  a  borough  rate  for  tb 
purpose  of  paying  the  bill  of  these  solicitors,  and  it  does  n( 
appear  that  the  corporation  have  in  any  way  admitted  tl 
claim  of  the  solicitors  who  are  suing  for  their  bill;  but,  o 
the  contrary,  by  some  of  the  evidence  it  would  seem  thi 
there  is  a  disposition  on  the  part  of  the  corporation  to  dl 
pute  the  retainer,  and  instead  of  applying  trust  funds  in 
properly  (which  has  been  the  case  attempted  to  be  mac 
here,  and  which  is  alleged  in  all  informations  of  this  d< 
scription)  at  this  moment,  for  anything  that  appears  upc 
the  evidence,  the  corporation  are  resisting  the  actions,  an 

(a)  2  My.  &  Cr.  406.        (6)  16  Sim.  226.        (e)  2  Mac  &  G.  225 
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ikmg  to  protect  the  fond    Howeyer,  it  is  stated  at  the        ism 

r,  that)  in  SblcI,  they  are  not  indisposed  to  make  some  "    -     ' 
jment  in  respect  of  this  claim,  unless  they  are  actually  v. 

strained.    And  it  is  argued,  that  that  is  a  proper  case  of  Wsqan. 

r  the  interference  of  the  Court ;  and  although  it  is  some-  j^Z^i^t. 
hat  inconyenient  to  proceed  upon  a  hypothetical  case, 
et  I  haye  on  that  account  allowed  the  matter  to  be  dis- 


Then  there  arises  a  second  point,  which  creates  some  dif- 
&ciilty  in  my  mind,  before  my  arriying  at  the  main  question. 
^XThere  is  no  distinct  allegation  here  that  the  money  is  go- 
JLjDg  to  be  applied  in  diminution  of  the  fund  for  payment  of 
oficers  of  the  corporation.    The  mayor  and  the  recorder, 
suid  others,  will  all  continue  to  be  paid,  and  nothing  will 
l>e  taken  away  from  them.    And,  therefore^the  objecticm 
eomes  simply  to  this,  that  the  corporation  are  about  to 
raise  a  rate  for  an  alleged  illegal  purpose.    Now,  that  be- 
ing 80,  the  case  differs,  as  it  seems  to  me,  from  any  case 
tbat  has  been  hitherto  decided,  for  I  do  not  know  of  any 
case  that  has  gone  to  the  extent  of  preyenting,  by  the  in- 
JQuction  of  this  Court,  the  raising  of  a  rate  in  the  borough. 
I^e  Court  has  proceeded  upon  the  ground,  that,  where 
there  is  a  fund  impressed  by  Parliament  with  public  uses, 
which  within  the  meaning  of  the  Court,   constitutes  a 
charity,  as  was  decided  in  the  Liverpool  C(i8e(a)y   this 
charitable  fiind  cannot  be  misapplied.    That  of  course 
^  a  very  different  thing  from  restraining  the  raising 
of  a  rate,  which,  the  informant  alleges,  when  raised,  will 
be  applied  to  illegal  purposes — in  other  words,  an  illegal 
^^     In  such  a  case,  the  more  proper  course  would  be 
^  ^pply  to  a  Court  of  law,  either  to  quash  the  rate  un- 


f^>   See    Attorney-General  v.     ptVM^2My.&Cr.  613;-i«of«€y- 
^^  Mayor  of  Liverpocly  1  My.&      General  v.  ITie  Corporation  of 
^-    1^71;  Attorney-General  v.  Ae-     lAchfiM,  11  Beav.  120. 
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1854.        d^  ^^  original  Hanicipal  Corporation  Act,  (which  it  is 
^^^^^"^      competent  for  the  parties  to  do,)  or  to  apply  under  ihMB 
"i.  "'     7  WilL  4  b  1  Vict  a  78;  by  the  44th  section  of  which^ 
OF  WwAK.     in  respect  of  any  order  of  the  council  of  any  borou^  mad^ 
Ju^hmemt      ^^^  payment  of  any  sum  of  money  out  of  the  borougl:^ 
fund,  there  may  be  an  appeal  made  to  the  Court  of  Queen^iv 
Bench,  and  the  case  may  be  argued  and  determined  there 
as  to  the  propriety  of  such  payment. 

But,  supposing  those  difficulties  to  be  out  of  the  waj, 
and  that  I  come  to  the  main  question  which  has  been 
argued.  If  this  were  an  application  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  payment  of  certain  moneys  which  had  been . 
raised  by  a  borough  rate  and  were  in  hand,  I  should  not 
feel  that  the  authorities  cited  have  gone  to  the  full  extent 
of  this  case.  Those  authorities  I  adhere  to  with  every  re- 
spect, as  far  as  regards  the  principle  which  they  have  es- 
tablished. They  have  established,  that  it  is  not  competent, 
without  the  previous  consent  of  this  Court  having  been  ob- 
tained, for  persons  having  in  their  hands  funds  which  have 
been  appropriated  by  an  Act  of  Parliament  to  certain  given 
purposes,  to  apply  them  for  the  extension  of  those  purposes; 
although  it  is  purely  and  bon&  fide  an  extension^  or  a 
more  enlarged  application  of  the  fund  to  those  purposes, 
which  the  legislature  has  r^arded  as  good  and  beneficial 
The  cases  have  decided  that  it  cannot  be  done  without  an 
application  to  the  Court  That  is  what  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  says,  in  Attorney-General  v.  The  Corporation  of  Nor- 
wich(p). 

It  is  obvious,  that,  where  the  money  is  sought  to  be  ap- 
plied in  promoting  a  bill  which  is  thrown  out,  and  the  par- 
ties have  not  taken  the  precaution  of  obtaining  the  previous 
sanction  of  the  Court,  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  allow 
them  so  to  apply  it,  for  no  one  could  say  it  was  done  foi — 

(a)  16  Sim.  225. 
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the  benefit  of  the  charity,  if  nothing  was  obtained  by  it  1854. 

Therefore^  in  such  a  case,  the  parties  will  be  liable  to  the  ^J^Tow 

expenses,  and  any  attempt  to  apply  the  corporation  money  «- 

to  that  purpose  would  be  restrained  by  injunction.  of  Wigan. 


In  the  present  case,  the  position  is  entirely  different,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  from  those  cases  in  which  the  application 
has  been  for  further  and  enlarged  powers.  I  again  refer  to 
what  the  Vice-Chancellor  o£  England  says  in  16  SinL  225, 
which  is  the  ground  on  which  the  doctrine  must  rest. 

The  purposes  of  the  Act  must  be  regarded.  It  was  there 
nid,  that  the  proposed  application  was  within  the  pur- 
poses of  the  Act,  because  it  was  to  apply  for  another  Act 
to  enable  the  parties  the  better  to  carry  out  those  pur- 
poses. But  the  y  ice-CShancellor  of  England  said,  that  the 
legislature  meant  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  rebus  sic  stan- 
tibus, not  some  further  extension  of  the  provisions  and 
powers  already  obtained;  and,  therefore,  any  application 
of  money  to  that  which  did  not  exist  when  the  Act  pass- 
ed, could  not  be,  in  any  sense  whatever,  a  purpose  of  the 
Act.  ,And  such  an  application  of  the  fimds  has  accord- 
ingly been  restrained  by  injunction. 

iMi'mBi'ight  v.  North (a\  the  case  was  thus  inverted: 
the  parties,  having  an  Act,  did  not  apply  for  any  further 
Act  of  Parliament,  but  opposed  a  bill,  which  would  have 
interfered  with  their  rights,  and  interfered  with  their  pro- 
I^^>  and  might,  as  it  appeared  on  the  pleadings,  in  its 
possible  effects,  legalise  that  which  could  not  be  done  with- 
out it,  to  the  destruction  of  a  portion  of  their  river  banks. 
^^  CoUenham  held,  that  in  order  to  prevent  that  specific 
^jury  being  done,  they  had  as  much  right  to  oppose  that 
"ill  as  they  could  have  had  to  institute  a  prosecution,  or 

(a)  2  Ph.  216. 


Judgmtmi. 
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1864. 


Judgment, 


to  bring  an  action  in  respect  of  the  damage,  .when  it  waa 
done. 

Then  came  the  case  of  The  Attomey-Oeneral  y.  Anr 
drews  (a),  in  which  Lord  Cranworth  says,  in  effect,  that  if, 
instead  of  soliciting  another  Act  of  Parliament  to  extend 
their  waterworks,  the  parties  had  been  opposing  another 
bill, — a  rival  bill  for  other  waterworks, — ^then  they  wonll. 
bring  themselves  within  the  principle  of  Bright  v.  North  QH). 
That  is  only  a  dictum,  and  it  goes  a  step  further  than 
Bright  v.  North  in  this  respect,  that,  inasmuch  as  in  Bright 
V.  North  the  injury  was  positive,  in  this  case  of  a  rival  Act^ 
the  injury  would  be  the  probable  diminution  of  the  rates 
which  they  would  be  able  to  raise,  in  case  the  rival  com- 
pany should  be  established.  But  Lord  Cranworth  seems 
to  have  thought  that  to  be  such  a  case  of  indirect  injury 
as  would  justify  the  application  of  the  fund. 

Now,  in  this  particular  case  what  has  happened  is  this: 
an  incorporated  town  has  the  benefit  of  a  river,  which 
acts  as  the  chief  sewer  to  at  least  two  thirds  of  the  town. 
It  is  disputed  whether  it  operates  as  a  sewer  for  the  re- 
maining third.  This  sewer  was  all  at  once  about  to  .be  en- 
tirely abolished;  that  would  be  the  effect  of  the  proposed 
Act  according  to  the  evidence. 

I  must  assume,  that,  unless  somebody  had  opposed  this 
Act  of  Parliament,  there  would  have  been  a  loss,  for  all 
practical  purposes,  to  the  town  of  Wigan,  of  a  body  of 
water  equal  to  the  amount  which  the  Act  directs  shall  be 
restored. 

It  is  argued,  that  the  corporation  have  no  power  at  all 
to  interfere  in  a  matter  of  this  sort  for  the  general  benefit 
of  the  town  of  Wigan,  but  that  they  are  strictly  tied  down 
and  limited  to  the  precise  expenditure  specified  in  the 


(a)  2  Mac.  &  G.  225. 


(6)  2  Ph.  216. 
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9Snd9ectioiiofthe5&61iniL  4,c.  76.    Looking  at  thmt        ism. 
92nd  section  itself,  it  is  dear  that  the  l^isktore  con- 
sidered ihsLt  there  was  a  good  deal  more  power  in  a  muni- 
cipal coiporation  than  in  the  other  bodies  which  haye 
been  referred  to;  namely,  a  dean  and  chapter,  or  a  yestrj 
ooDsdtated  fer  a  specific  purpose.     The  preamble  recites, 
Aat  bodies  corporate  have  been  constituted  within  cities, 
ttd  80  on,  to  the  intent  that  they  might  be  ''well  and 
fiiietlj  goTemed."     And  the  90th  section  enables  the 
ooimcil  of  any  borough  to  make  bye-laws  "  for  the  good 
role  and  goTemment  of  the  borough,  and  for  prevention 
And  suppression  of  all  such  nuisances  as  are  not  already 
ponishable.^'    The  application  of  the  surplus,  if  there  be 
any  surplus,  is  "  for  the  public  benefit  of  the  inhabitants, 
and  improvement  of  the  borough/'    In  that  case,  at  all 
ewents  with  respect  to  the  surplus,  the  corporation  are 
recognised  as  a  body  who  are  to  deal  with  the  general 
good  and  welfare  and  benefit  of  all  the  inhabitants.     But 
tlien,  it  is  argued,  if  there  is  no  surplus,  the  borough  rate 
'wbich  is  to  be  raised  can  only  be  raised  for  the  ''purposes 
aforesaid."    Now  let  us  see  what  the  "  purposes  aforesaid" 
ve.   The  purposes  aforesaid  are,  after  paying  the  mayor, 
recorder,  and  those  particular  officers,  the  expenses  of  the 
prosecution,  maintenance  and  punishment  of  offenders, 
'Uid  other  things  specified,  "  all  other  expenses  not  herein 
o^I^erwise  provided  for,  which  shall  be  necessarily  incurred 
^  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  of  this  Act"     One 
^f  the  provisions  of  this  Act  is  for  the  general  government 
^f  the  whole  borough,  and  for  the  suppression  of  all  nui- 
^^^ces  which  are  not  already  punishable;   because,   al- 
^hoii^h  the  Act  gives  the  Corporation  a  specific  mode  of 
^oisg  that  by  enabling  them  to  make  bye-laws  for  that 
PUipose,  and  to  inflict  penalties  not  exceeding  5/.,  it  plain- 
*y»  in  directing  them  to  make  bye-laws  of  that  description, 
''^cognises  in  them  a  duty  incumbent  on  them,  not  merely 
^^  that  restricted  character  which  has  been  suggested,  but 
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1864  *  plain  dutjrof  taldng  care  that  there  shall  be  no  nnisance 

"     '  in  the  town.    For  what  can  be  the  reason  of  giying  them 

V.  this  power  of  making  these  bye-laws,  unlj^ss  that  was  a 

or  WiGAN.  part  of  the  duty  incombent  on  the  corporation. 


Now,  it  seems  to  me  very  strange  to  say,  if  it  be  a  cor« 
porate  duty  to  prevent  nuisances,  and  to  prevent  them 
by  bye-laws,  yet,  if  an  enormous  and  gigantic  nuisance 
was  about  to  be  perpetrated,  and  the  corporation  were  to 
take  steps,  by  applying  to  this  Court  through  the  medium 
of  the  Attorney-General,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  such 
nuisance,  that  they  would  not  be  allowed  the  costs  of  such 
a  proceeding. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  scarcely  possible  to  hold, 
that,  if  the  corporation  of  Liverpool  were  about  to  do  the 
very  thing  which  they  have  done  with  the  sanction  of  the  le- 
gislature, without  that  sanction, — if  they  were  about  to  ab- 
stract these  800,000  gallons  of  water  a  day  from  the  town, — 
or,  if  there  had  been  a  perfectly  pure  stream  used  for  the 
purpose  of  drinking,  instead  of  being  used  for  the  purpose  of 
sewage,  and  they  had  brought  down  an  enormous  mass  of 
foul  water,  which  rendered  the  river  perfectly  inapplicable 
for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants,  it  seems  to  me  it  would  be  a 
very  strange  thing  to  say,  in  the  case  of  a  continued  nuisance 
of  that  description,  although  the  corporation  are  under  at 
least  a  moral  obligation  to  protect  the  town  from  all  petty 
nuisances,  yet  that  they  shall  not  lay  out  a  farthing  to  pre- 
vent a  large  nuisance  like  that  to  all  the  inhabitants  of  the 
borough.  It  seems  to  me  that  a  case  of  that  kind  would  be 
within  the  words  "  all  other  expenses  necessarily  incurred 
for  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Act,''  which, 
as  Lord  Cottenham  says,  in  AUomey-Qeneral  v.  Mayor  of 
Norwich,  does  not  mean  mere  expenses  of  meetings,  but  ex- 
penses of  duties  imposed  upon  them.  But,  if  they  would  be 
justified  in  applying  by  injunction  to  restrain  the  nuisance. 
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tfcefire  eqoallj  justified  in  offering  their  opposition  to  an 

Axi  o/Parliament,  to  prevent  that  nuisance  being  legalised, 

aod  tbas  the  c^e  at  once  comes  within  the  authority  of 

Alitor.  Nwih  (a);  and  if  they  have  a  right  to  do  that,  no 

one  can  say,  that  what  they  have  really  done  here,  as  far  as 

the  bona  fides  of  the  case  is  concerned,  is  not  eminently 

beneficial  to  the  town.    They  have  prevented  the  water 

bring  lost  to  the  town,  which  otherwise  would  have  been 

lort;  and  if  I  were  to  interfere  by  an  injunction  to  prevent 

the  expenses  of  the  opposition  to  this  bill  being  paid,  I 

confess  it  seems  to  me  that  I  should  be  going  far  beyond 

afl  the  authorities  that  have  been  cited. 
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Att.-G«n. 

V, 

Mayor,  Ac 

OP  Wio  A  N. 
Judgment, 


Those  other  questions  which  I  mentioned  still  remain 
behind.    Feeling  that  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  whole 
matter  may  yet  be  contested  at  law,  I  shall  make  the  costs 
(^  this  application  costs  in  the  cause.     It  may  be,  that,  in 
the  event  of  some  trial  of  this  action,  or  in  the  event  of  an 
application,  as  I  suggested,  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
that  Court  may  take  a  particular  view  about  the  applica- 
tion of  the  money.     Hy  opinion  is  what  I  have  expressed, 
bat  I  confess  it  seems  to  me  to  be  somewhat  prematurely 
given.    However,  I  think  the  best  course  will  be,  to  refuse 
the  motion,  and  to  deal  as  I  have  said  with  the  costs. 

(a)  2  Ph.  216. 


VtJL.  I. 


E.  K.  W. 
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1854. 

Jan.  26th.  DAWSON  V.  LAWES. 

Official  A$$ig-  XN  November,  1842,  George  WUliam  Freema 
mZ  i^i^nh-  pointed  one  of  the  official  assignees  of  the  Leei 
"^P^'  Court  of  Bankruptcy;  and  he  and  the  Plaintii 

It  is  very  ques-  Qeorge  Freeman,  thereupon  gave  their  joint  a 

tionablo  whe-  ^  . 

ther  the  Bure-  boud  to  the  Chief  Registrar  and  another  Regist 

uBuaUy  pWen"  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  their  executors,  admin  isti 

\\'^Z'^\^'  assigns,  for  the  penal  sum  of  6()00l,  subject  to  a 

ruptcy  to  the  whereby,  after  reciting  that  the  said  George  Wil 

trar  and  an-  man  was  ouc  of  the  persons  chosen  by  the  Lon 

o?the  Co^rtT"  lor  to  act  as  official  assignee  in  bankruptcies 

for  the  proper  j^  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  that  th 

performance  of  ,  *      ^ ' 

his  duties,  and  the  said  George  Freeman  had  agreed  to  beco 
charged  from  for  Hie  duc  perfoi'mance  and  execution  of  the  set 
?*the"i!^'^wt^  ^^^  <rw«te  required  of  and  reposed  in  him  as  6 
of  the  creditors*  assignee,  to  the  several  amounts  and  in  the  prop 

assignees  in  the    ,       .  ,        .  i       Tfci    •      •  /v»         i 

bankniptcies  lowing,  that  IS  to  Say,  the  rlamtifi  to  the  amoun 
^t^^to'cxer-  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  George  Freeman  to  the  amount  oi 
cise  that  super,    ^as  declared,  that,  iftl^e  said  George  WiUiai 

vision  OYer  his  ^  ^  *' 

conduct,  which,  shovMfrom  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  well 

and  rules  in  '  perform  and  fulfil  all  the  duties  required  by  the  8\ 

iTuS^eMy  to  ^^  ^«toWwA  a  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  all  or  an 

do.    The  bond  tutes  then  in  force  or  thereafter  to  be  made  in  o 

Si'cnis  to  be  ,  , 

given  to  the  lating  to  such  office,  or  required  by  any  rule  or 
?o?to^cr^^   ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^y  ^^^  ^^  ^*^'*^  thereafter  to  be  m 

ditors*  assig- 
nees, as  obligees, 
for  the  express  purpose  of  preventing  the  negligence  of  the  assignees  having  that  efft 

In  such  a  case,  the  negligence,  in  order  to  discharge  the  sureties,  must  amount  t 
the  official  assignee's  getting  the  fund  into  his  hands  improperly;  or  must  be  so  gross 
lent  to  a  wilful  shutting  of  the  eyes  to  the  fraud  which  he  is  about  to  commit 

An  injunction  to  restrain  an  action  against  the  surety  refused  upon  an  interlocnl 
in  a  slate  of  circumstances,  not  shewing  a  sufficient  probability  that  such  a  case  woo 
further  investigation  as  would  entitle  the  surety  to  be  protected  by  a  perpetual  i: 
hearing. 

Effect  of  the  rules  in  bankruptcy  providing  for  the  supervision  of  the  official  assij 
missioner  and  creditors*  assignees. 
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pianceqfthesaid  statutes  or  otherwise,  to  be  performed  by 
Urn  as  su(A  assignee  as  aforesaid,  and  should  well  and  faith- 
ftBy  execute  aU  the  trusts  reposed  or  which  should  or  might 
he  reposed  in  him  as  such  assignee,  or  in  case  of  any  default 
ordefanlts  therein  should  from  time  to  time  forthwith  pay 
to  the  Chief  Registrar  of  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for 
tie  time  being,  for  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  person  or 
persons  interested  therein,  and  who  should  or  might  be 
entitled  thereto,  all  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  should 
or  might  be  payable  by  or  chargeable  to  him  the  said 
(korge  WiUiam  Freeman  for  or  in  respect  of  or  in  conse- 
quence of  such  default  or  defaults,  or  if  the  said  Plaintiff 
»nd  the  said  Charge  Freeman  should  severally  make  good 
to  the  said  Chief  Registrar  all  default  and  defaults  in  such 
ptjments  as  last  aforesaid,  to  the  several  amounts  for 
wHch  they  had  agreed  to  become  such  sureties  as  afore- 
aid,  then  the  said  obligation  was  to  be  void.   And  it  was 
declared  to  be  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  ob- 
ligation, that  no  execution  should  be  taken  out  or  levied 
tgftinst  or  upon  the  said  Plaintiff  and  the  said  George  Free- 
wan,  or  either  of  them,  or  their  or  any  of  their  goods,  lands, 
or  chattels  respectively,  for  any  larger  sum  or  sums  than 
those  for  which  they  had  agreed  to  become  sureties  respec- 
tiTely  as  aforesaid,  in  respect  of  any  such  default  or  de- 
fiults  of  the  said  Oeorge  WiUiam  Freeman  as  aforesaid,  or 
of  any  damages  assessed  thereon  by  virtue  of  the  said  ob- 
ligation over  and  above  the  costs  of  any  suit  or  suits  against 
them  or  either  of  them  in  respect  of  the  same;  and  that 
the  said  Plaintiff  and  the  said  Oeorge  Freeman  should 
respectively  be  liable  to  contribute  towards  the  payment 
of  such  default,  damages,  and  costs,  to  the  amount  of  and 
in  the  proportions  aforesaid,  and  no  further." 
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StaiemeiU. 


The  Defendant  Jane  Edwards  Lawes  was  the  executrix 
of  the  surviving  obligee  of  the  bond. 
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Oeorge  WiUiam  Freeman  continued  to  act  as  sue 
cial  assignee  until  March,  1853,  when  he  died;  and  ( 
Young  was  appointed  his  successor. 

In  the  month  of  May,  1853,  the  said  Oeorge  Youi 
such  official  assignee,  filed  a  bill  against  the  execut 
the  late  Oeorge  William  Freeman  and  others  as  D* 
ants,  stating,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  said  ( 
Young,  having  investigated  the  accounts  of  the  said( 
WiUiam  Freeman  in  respect  of  the  several  bankru 
under  which  he  had  acted  as  official  assignee,  and  of 
the  said  Oeorge  Young  was  then  the  official  assignee 
discovered  that  the  said  Oeorge  William  Freeman 
defaulter,  in  his  official  capacity,  to  a  very  large  an 
and  that  there  was  due  from  him,  in  respect  of  one 
said  estates,  namely,  the  estate  of  Messrs.  Parker,  i 
&  Co.,  bankrupts,  the  principal  sum  of  7000Z.,  or 
abouts;  and  praying,  amongst  other  things,  that  it 
be  declared  that  the  said  Oeorge  Yov/ng,  as  such  c 
assignee  as  aforesaid,  was  entitled  'to  certain  su 
7151 198.  6d.  and  3877t  5«.  3d,  which  were  standing 
account  at  the  Leeds  branch  of  the  Bank  of  Englani 
in  the  Sheffield  bank  respectively ;  and  also  to  319i  1  \ 
which  was  found  in  a  cash  box  at  his  office ;  and 
which  said  sums  were  stated  by  the  said  bill  to  be  c 
moneys  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Oeorge  William  Fr 
at  the  time  of  his  death. 

In  the  month  of  May,  1853,  the  said  George  '. 
moved  for  the  payment  into  Court  of  the  said  su 
38772.  58.  3d.  and  3192. 17&  Id.  in  his  said  bill  ment 
And,  in  opposition  to  such  motion,  the  executors 
said  Oeorge  William  Freeman  filed  their  joint  and  s 
affidavit,  and  thereby  stated  various  matters  as  evi 
that  the  said  account  of  the  said  Oeorge  WiUiam  Fn 
with  the  said  Sheffield  bank  was  not  an  official  ac< 
but  was  the  private  account  of  the  said  Oeorge  W 
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•^^^Teeman^  and  was  so  treated  hj  the  said  banking  com- 
'^^mnj,  and  was  by  them  closed  after  the  death  of  the  said 
^j^eorge  WiUiam  Freeman^  and  a  fresh  account  was  then 
^i^pened  with  his  said  executors,  and  the  said  balance  of  the 
isaid  Oeorge  WiUiam  FreemarCs  account  was  thereupon 
I)laced  by  the  said  banking  company  to  the  credit  of  his 
executors;  and  that  such  account  was  not  kept  in  compli- 
ance with  any  law  or  order  in  bankruptcy;  and  that  the 
said  sum  of  money  in  the  said  cash  box  was  not  wholly 
made  up  of  money  received  by  the  said  George  WiUiam 
freeman  in  his  official  character,  but  that  the  said  Oeorge 
ViUiam  Freeman  had  also  used  the  said  cash  box  for  his 
private  purposes;  and  that  the  debt  due  upon  the  said 
bond  was  the  only  specialty  debt  owing  by  the  said  Oeorge 
^Uliam  Freeman  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

Upon  the  motion  coming  on  to  be  heard  on  the  9th  of 
f^^y,  1853,  an  order  was  made  by  consent  for  the  payment 
^'^to  Court  of  the  said  two  sums  of  3877i.  5s.  3d.  and  319Z. 
^  Id.   This  suit  was  still  pending. 

t^viously  to  the  institution  of  the  suit  of  Young  v. 

^eeman,  a  creditors'  suit  of  Beardshaw  v.  Freeman  had 

^^n  commenced;  and  in  May,  1853,  the  usual  decree  was 

^^e  in  this  suit,  and  the  usual  notices  were  afterwards 

^^vertised;  but  no  proof  was  made  under  that  decree  in 

Aspect  of  the  bond  debt. 

The  Defendant  Jane  Edwards  Lawes,  as  the  executrix  of 

^lie  survivingobligee  of  thebond,  at  theinstance  oftheLeeds 

district  Court  of  Bankruptcy  and  the  creditors'  assignees 

^f  Messrs.  Parker,  Shore  <b  Co.,  and  being  indemnified  by 

them,  put  the  bond  in  suit  against  both  the  sureties,  in  two 

several  actions. 

Oeorge  Robert  Dawson  thereupon  filed  the  bill  in  this 
suit  against  the  said  Jane  Edwards  Lawes,  stating  the 
above-mentioned  facts;  and  that  the  original  obligees 
of  the  bond  had  been,  and  the  Defendant  was  now,  a 
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trustee  of  the  said  bond  for  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
and  the  several  creditors  of  the  bankrupts  in  whose  seve- 
ral bankruptcies  the  said  Oeorge  WiUiam  Freeman  acted 
as  official  assignee,  or  their  respective  assignees;  and  that, 
since  the  death  of  the  said  Oeorge  William  Freeman^  it 
had  been  alleged,  on  the  part  of  the  said  Leeds  District 
Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  on  the  part  of  the  creditors'  as- 
signees and  crediti^rs  under  the  bankruptcy  of  Messrs. 
Parker,  Shore  &  Co.,  and  on  the  part  of  the  creditors'  as- 
signees and  creditors  of  some  of  the  other  bankruptcies 
under  which  the  said  Oeorge  WiUiam  Freeman  acted  as 
such  official  assignee  as  aforesaid,  that  the  said  Oeorge 
William  Freeman  had  violated  his  duties  as  official  as- 
signee, by  applying  to  his  own  use  numerous  sums  of 
money  to  a  large  amount,  part  of  the  estates  of  the  bank- 
rupts under  whose  bankruptcies  he  was  appointed  to  act  as 
official  assignee;  and  that  there  was  due  from  him,  in  re- 
spect of  such  misapplication,  a  sum  of  1 2,000i  or  there- 
abouts, and  that  it  had  been  alleged  that  the  condition 
of  the  said  bond  had  consequently  been  broken,  and  that 
the  said  sum  of  6000t  had  consequently  become  due  to 
the  Defendant  as  such  legal  personal  representative  of  the 
surviving  obligee  as  aforesaid;  and  that,  until  after  the 
death  of  the  said  Oeorge  William  Freeman,  the  Plaintiff 
was  wholly  ignorant  that  the  said  Oeorge  WHliam  Freeman 
had  not  strictly  and  faithfully  performed  his  duties  as  such 
official  assignee  as  aforesaid.  But  that,  in  consequence  of 
such  demand,  the  Plaintiff  had  caused  inquiries  to  be  made, 
and  he  had  since  ascertained  for  the  first  time,  and  the 
fact  was,  that  not  only  was  not  strict  attention,  pursuant 
to  the  rules  and  regulations  in  bankruptcy  in  that  behalf, 
paid  by  the  proper  authorities  in  the  said  Leeds  District 
Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  by  the  creditors'  assignees  and 
creditors  in  the  several  bankruptcies  under  which  the  said 
George  William  Freeman  acted  as  such  official  assignee  as 
aforesaid,  to  the  accounts  of  the  said  Oeorge  WiUiam  Free- 
man as  official  assignee,  and  his  administration  of  the 


tk  sud  Caui»y  ViiZsi0n  J'-^mm  f  ift7rTnm:&  uii  j^  uL- 

rf  lift  silL  lBiIJCIXJO>    iisu3^Si&  VJ*?  Iri^TlKTli!!. 


Ue  IbC  mat  ssaassi  ir  rHfemgL  ti  !?*r a  i  tt-it-jsi-iu^  re 

*Be  m  {jTK  iF^iSL  'Eht  ZKwi  -n»*  -txijmi?!  ■:7  -iiti  ziiL.  it:.f 
»d  ^fciek  Lk«^  5t  aingcnf*  inn^T  n**!  rt  r'lr?*  -c  *:  lit* 
at.     Ti»  irfairiiil  iri'rjsi.a:*  vijii  ri  'itfcuDf 

fcws: — Hiag  er^T  TtEi^al  tsFiriri??  iiii.>Lji  k-»?s:  fiZ  ii£ 

rf  tD  BtQctsT-  cat  V.  1Z.T  ittiircc  *  tscL.:*  fr.cL  xz.j  ;o» 
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Poacher  f-yr fricL  lavrse—i  *i.'.^d_  vh  i*  suzir  caj.  ^^e  sent 
to  the  saJd  4«*:'=::r.i&r.i:  *=;i  f^uzhtr.  ih*:  no  oScial  as- 
signee shoTild  i-s^p  ^^iiicer  iis  cor.ircL  nf»>n  anj  estate, 
more  than  J'Xrf-  '.t,  in  tie  azzrejaie  of  moneys  of  bank- 
mpts'  estates,  more  ih^n  1«»h1;  and  iha:  any  excess  be- 
vond  such  smn  should  l-e  paid  bj  him  forthwith  into  the 
Bank  of  Efk^dand.  Atd  further,  that  all  moneys.  withv>ut 
exception,  reoeired  ly  the  official  assignee,  and  not  paid 
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by  him  forthwith  into  the  Bank  of  England^  to  the  credit 
of  the  accountant  in  bankruptcy,  should  be  paid  by  the 
official  assignee,  as  soon  as  they  should  amount  to  1002., 
into  the  hands  of  a  banker  with  whom  such  official  as- 
signee should  keep  an  account  as  such  official  assignee, 
such  account  to  be  intitled  as  official  assignee,  and  in  which 
account  no  moneys  should  be  entered  except  such  as  were 
received  by  the  official  assignee  in  his  official  capacity ; 
and  that  the  official  assignee  should,  before  any  audit,  en- 
ter in  one  of  the  books  to  be  kept  by  him,  called  the 
debtor  and  property  book,  the  names  of  all  the  debtors  to 
the  bankrupt's  estate  as  returned  in  his  balance  sheet, 
and  should  state  the  reasons  why  debts  were  not  paid  on 
the  opposite  page,  such  book  to  be  produced  to  the  Court 
at  every  audit  Rule  16  was  as  follows : — "  The  audit  ac- 
count of  the  official  assignee  or  creditors'  assignees  shall  be 
made  out  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a  debtor  and  creditor 
account,  each  item  thereof  being  entered  according  to  its 
date,  and  a  name,  date,  and  proper  explanation  given  to 
such  item,  and  that  a  duplicate  of  such  account  shall  be 
sent  by  the  official  assignee  to  the  solicitor  two  days  at 
least  prior  to  the  day  appointed  Tor  auditing  such  account, 
subject  to  the  power  of  the  commissioner  to  require  an 
account,  digested  under  proper  heads,  to  be  annexed  to 
the  audit  account,  if  he  shall  think  proper."  Rule  17. — 
"At  every  audit,  the  debtor  and  property  book  of  the 
official  assignee  shall  be  carefully  examined  and  compared 
with  the  debts  and  property  collected,  as  stated  in  the 
audit  paper;  and  the  cause  of  any  moneys  remaining  un- 
collected shall  be  ascertained,  and  a  minute  thereof  made 
and  filed  with  the  proceedings;  and  all  persons  appearing 
to  be  indebted  to  the  bankrupt's  estate  shall  be  forthwith 
summoned  and  examined  in  that  behalf  upon  oath,  and 
the  examination  so  taken  shall  be  filed  with  the  proceed- 
ings, and  such  directions  shall  be  given  by  this  Court  as 
to  any  further  proceedings  thereon  as  to  the  Court  shall 
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fit."     And  further,  it  was  provided  that  the  official 
assignee  should,  once  in  eveiy  quarter  of  a  year,  deliver  to 
tlie  Court  to  which  he  should  be  attached  an  account, 
made  up  to  the  last  day  of  the  preceding  month,  together 
witli  his  cash  book  and  banker's  pass  book,  duly  balanced, 
and  any  other  books  that  the  commissioner  might  require; 
and  such  account  should  shew  the  balances  placed  to  the 
credit  of  the  accountant  in  bankruptcy,  and  of  every  estate 
under  the  charge  of  such  official  assignee,  in  the  books 
kept  in  the  office  of  the  accountant  in  bankruptcy,  such 
balances  to  be  certified  by  the  said  accountant;  and  such 
account  should  also  shew  the  balances  of  every  bankrupt's 
estate  then  in  the  hands  or  under  the  power  or  control  of 
the  official  assignee.    And  further,  that  such  quarterly 
accounts  should  be  kept  by  the  registrar  of  the  Court  to 
which  such  official  assignee  should  be  attached,  and  should 
be  open  to  the  inspection  of  creditors ;  and  that  notice 
should  be  given  in  each  Court  of  such  account  having 
been  delivered,  and  that  any  creditor  ai)plying  to  the 
Court  might  inspect  the  same  without  fee,  at  such  con- 
venient time  as  might  be  appointed  by  the  Court     And 
further,  that  if  any  assignee  should  retain  in  his  hands,  or 
employ  for  his  own  benefit,  or  knowingly  permit  any  co- 
assignee  so  to  retain  or  employ  any  sum,  to  the  amount  of 
more  than  lOOZ.,  part  of  the  estate  of  any  bankrupt,  or 
should  neglect  to  invest  any  money  in  the  purchase  of 
Exchequer  Bills  when  directed  by  the  Court,  every  such 
assignee  should  be  liable  to  be  charged  in  account  with 
certain  large  sums  of  money  by  way  of  penalty;  and  the 
Court  was  required  to  charge  every  such  assignee  in  his 
account  accordingly;  and,  subject  to  the  aforesaid  provi- 
sions, it  was  provided  that  the  official  assignee  should  fol- 
low the  directions  of  the  commissioner  under  whom  he 
should  act. 


1854. 
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The  bill  in  this  suit  then  alleged,  that  it  was  the  duty 
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of  the  commissioner  and  creditors'  assignees  and  creditors 
to  exercise  a  constant  supervision  over  the  official  assig- 
nee, and  to  see  that  he  observed  the  said  rules;  and  that 
they  had  respectively  access  to  all  his  books  and  accounts; 
but  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  such  access,  nor  had  he  any 
means  of  discovering  or  preventing  the  defaults  of  the 
said  0,  W,  FreemaUy  or  of  compelling  him  to  obey  the 
said  rules,  save  only  by  the  information  of  the  commis- 
sioner, or  creditors'  assignees,  or  creditors,  or  some  of  them. 
The  bill  averred,  that,  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care 
and  diligence  under  the  said  rules  on  the  part  of  the  said 
commissioner  or  creditors'  assignees  or  creditors,  the  whole 
of  the  defaults  of  the  official  assignee  would  have  been 
prevented,  and  that  such  defaults  were  owing  entirely  to 
the  want  of  such  care  and  diligence,  and  to  the  wilful 
neglect  of  the  said  commissioner  and  creditors'  assignees 
and  creditors.  The  bill  stated,  that,  when  the  Plaintiff 
was  asked  to  become  a  surety,  he  hesitated,  because  of  the 
amount  of  the  penalty,  and  made  inquiries  concerning  the 
actual  responsibility  which  he  would  incur;  and  he  was 
assured  by  the  said  E,  H,  V.  Lawes,  then  chief  registrar, 
that,  owing  to  the  aforesaid  rules  and  the  powers  of  con- 
trol over  the  said  0,  W.  Freeman^  which  would  be  possess- 
ed and  exercised  thereunder  by  the  said  commissioner 
and  creditors'  assignees  and  creditors  respectively,  G.  W. 
Freeman  could  not  have  in  his  hands  at  one  time  or  be 
in  default  to  a  greater  amount  than  lOOOi,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff's  utmost  risk  as  surety  would  therefore  be  only 
500Z.  The  bill  alleged,  that  the  Plaintiff  became  surety 
upon  the  faith  of  this  representation,  and  trusting  to  the 
proper  examination  and  vouching  of  the  accounts  and 
books  of  0,  W.  Freeman  by  the  said  commissioner,  and  also 
by  the  said  creditors'  assignees  and  creditors;  and  that,  if 
the  Plaintiff  had  anticipated  the  neglect  which  had  occur- 
red on  their  parts,  he  would  not  have  consented  to  become 
such  surety. 


SUttiment. 
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The  bill  then  alleged,  that  the  said  commissioner  and        1^54^ 
creditors'  assignees  and  creditors  had  not  exercised  due  or 
anjTigilance  as  regarded  O.W. Freeman  and  his  accounts, 
and,  in  particular,  that  he  was  permitted  to  keep  more  than 
lOOL  of  each  of  seyeral  bankrupts'  estates,  and  to  receive 
into  his  own  hands  more  than  5002.  at  one  time  belong- 
ing to  each  of  such  estates,  and  to  keep  more  than  10002. 
in  the  whole  of  official  moneys  under  his  control  for  a  long 
time,  and  all  this  with  the  knowledge  of  the  said  commis- 
sioner,  creditors'  assignees,  and  creditors;  and  that,  by 
BQch  dealings,  the  losses  which  had  occurred  were,  in  fact, 
occasioned.     And  the  bill  alleged,  that  G,  W.  Freeman  was 
also  permitted  to  receive  large  sums  from  some  bankrupts' 
estates  at  stated  periods,  with  the  like  knowledge  of  the 
said  parties;  and  that,  notwithstanding  such  knowledge, 
in  many  cases  no  audit,  examination,  or  inquiry  into  his 
accounts  was  held ;  and  that  he  was  permitted  to  deliver 
inaccurate  quarterly  accounts,  and  the  same  were  not  duly 
examined  by  the  said  parties,  nor  compared  with  the  cash 
books,  banker's  pass  book,  ledger,  or  any  of  his  books,  or 
duly  vouched;  and  that,  upon  the  face  of  the  books  and 
accounts  of  the  said  G.  W.  Freeman,  it  was  apparent  that 
he  had  neglected  the  said  rules,  and  had  applied  moneys 
belonging  to  bankrupts'  estates  to  his  own  use;  and  that 
this  would  have  been  discovered  by  even  a  very  slight  in- 
spection and  comparison  of  the  said  books  and  accounts, 
and  thereby  the  whole  or  the  greater  part  of  such  defaults 
would  have  been  prevented. 

The  bill  prayed,  that  it  might  be  declared  by  the  decree 
of  the  Court,  that,  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid,  the 
Plaintiff  was  absolutely  discharged  from  all  liability  upon 
the  said  bond;  and  that  the  Defendant  and  all  future 
obligees  of  the  said  bond  for  the  time  being,  her  and  their 
attorneys  and  agents,  might  bo  restrained  by  the  perpetual 
injunction  of  the  Cuurt  from  continuing  or  any  further 
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prosecuting  the  said  action  at  law  so  commenced  against 
the  Plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  from  commencing  or  prose- 
cuting any  other  proceedings  at  law,  or  otherwise,  against 
the  Plaintiff  or  his  representatives  for  the  time  being  upon 
the  said  bond,  and  for  further  relief 


This  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  in  the  terms  of  the 
prayer.  The  Plaintiff  made  an  aflBdavit,  supporting  the 
statements  in  the  bill 


Several  aflBdavits  were  filed*  on  the  part  of  the  Defend- 
ant, from  which  it  appeared,  that  the  successor  of  0.  W, 
Freeman,  in  his  office  of  official  assignee,  had,  since  the 
death  of  G.  W,  Freeman,  partly  by  himself  and  partly  by  a 
clerk  of  0.  W.  Freeman,  and  by  his  own  clerks,  made  a 
minute  investigation  of  the  books  and  accounts  of  the  said 
0.  W.  Freeman,  and  had  discovered  that  his  deficiencies 
amounted  to  1 1,400^  at  the  least.  It  was  also  stated,  that 
the  whole  of  these  deficiencies  had  arisen  between  the 
latter  part  of  1850  and  the  death  of  G.  TF.  Freeman;  and 
that  a  sum  of  more  than  8000^,  part  of  them,  was  due  to 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  firm  of  the  said  Messrs.  Pa?"Aer, 
Shore  &  Co.,  and  the  rest  to  several  other  estates  not 
particularly  specified.  It  also  appeared,  that  upwards  of 
7000/.  was  due  from  G.W,  Freeman  on  the  31st  of  Decem- 
ber, 1852,  the  day  up  to  which  his  last  quarterly  account 
was  made  up;  and  more  than  4000t  was  received  by  G.W. 
Freeman  after  that  date,  2000t  of  it  from  the  estate  of 
the  said  bankrupt  firm,  and  the  remainder  from  several 
other  estates;  the  whole  of  which  4000t  was  unpaid,  and 
the  greater  portion  was  not  entered  by  him  in  his  cash 
book  or  ledger,  as  it  was  his  duty  to  do.  And  it  was  al- 
lied, that  the  deficiency,  prior  to  the  last  quarterly  ac- 
count, arose  from  such  neglect  so  to  enter  his  receipts  on 
the  part  of  G.  W.  Freeman,  and  from  his  neglect  duly  to 
apply  the  moneys  which  he  had  received. 
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The  affidaTit  of  the  successor  of  0.  W.  Freeman  stated, 
that  it  was  not  possible  for  any  one,  however  well-skilled 
in  accounts,  to  discover,  from  the  examination  of  the  quar- 
terly accounts  of  an  official  assignee,  or  from  a  compari- 
son of  such  accounts  with  his  cash  book,  ledger,  and  bank- 
er's pass  book,  that  he  had  received  sums  which  he  had 
not  duly  entered;  and  that  the  commissioner  had  not  and 
could  not  have  such  a  knowledge  of  the  accounts  of  a 
bankrupt's  estate,  and  of  the  dealings  of  the  official  assig- 
nee therewith,  as  to  enable  him  to  form  any  opinion,  whe- 
ther or  no  all  sums  received  by  him  had  been  duly  ac- 
counted for;  and  that  the  examination  by  the  commis- 
sioner of  the  accounts  of  the  official  assignee,  as  prescrib- 
ed by  the  rules  in  bankruptcy  and  instituted  by  the  com- 
missioner, was  an  efficient  check  only  on  the  assumption 
that  such  accounts  were  honestly  kept. 


1864. 


Statement, 


It  was  also  sworn  that  0,  W.  Freeman  delivered  his 
quarterly  accounts  in  due  course,  and  that  the  same  were 
examined  by  the  commissioner,  and  compared  with  the 
cash  book,  ledger,  and  banker's  pass  book;  and  that,  upon 
the  face  of  these  particular  books  and  accounts,  no  irregu- 
larity was  observable ;  but  that  G,  W,  Freeman  received 
various  sums  of  money  which  he  did  not  enter,  as  he  should 
have  done,  in  these  books  and  accounts,  but  applied  them 
to  his  own  purposes. 


It  appeared  also,  that  the  last  audit  of  the  accounts  of 
0,  W,  Freeman,  in  respect  of  the  aforesaid  bankrupt  firm, 
was  held  in  September,  1850;  and  that  any  further  audit 
was  delayed  until  the  assets  in  hand  should  amount  to 
19,000Z.,  which  was  the  sum  requisite  to  pay  a  dividend 
of  1«.  in  the  pound  in  that  bankruptcy;  and  that  the  cre- 
ditors' assignees  in  that  bankruptcy  inquired  of  the  said 
0.  W.  Freeman  himself  respecting  his  receipts  on  account 
of  the  said  estate  and  the  application  thereof;  to  which 
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inquiries  he  answered  that  he  had  paid  all  the  moneys  re- 
ceived into  the  Bank  of  England  to  the  credit  of  the  ac- 
countant in  bankruptcy.  It  was  denied  that  creditors' 
assignees,  or  creditors,  had  any  right  or  duty  to  inspect 
the  official  assignee's  books  and  accounts,  except  the  debtor 
and  property  book,  the  quarterly  accounts,  and  the  audit 
accounts;  and,  generally,  any  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  commissioner,  creditors'  assignees,  or  creditors,  was 
denied. 


No  affidavits  were  filed  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  in 
reply,  except  a  short  affidavit  by  his  solicitor,  to  explain 
the  apparent  delay  in  commencing  the  suit. 

Previously  to  the  opening  of  the  motion,  the  Defend- 
ant's counsel  offered  to  stay  proceedings  in  the  action,  if 
the  Plaintiff  would  pay  SOOOi  into  Court  in  this  suit;  but 
this  offer  was  not  acceded  to. 


Afffument.  Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  E.  E,  Kay  for  the  motion. — 
In  a  commercial  country,  under  a  system  of  bankruptcy 
carefully  elaborated,  it  would  be  expected,  k  priori,  that 
the  most  responsible  officer,  who  was  intrusted  with  the 
collection  of  bankrupt's  estates,  amounting  often  to  a  very 
large  value,  should  be  placed  under  strict  control,  and  sub- 
jected to  a  series  of  checks  which  it  would  be  difficult  for 
the  utmost  ingenuity  to  evade.  The  system  of  supervision 
afforded  by  the  statutes  and  rules  in  bankruptcy  is  of  that 
nature:  First,  the  bankrupt  himself  makes  out  his  balance 
sheet,  shewing  all  the  property  to  which  he  is  entitled  in 
any  manner  whatsoever;  and  to  the  truth  of  this  account 
he  pledges  his  oath ;  and  he  is  subject  to  the  heaviest  pe- 
nalties if  it  should  be  untrue,  which,  in  practice,  therefore, 
seldom  happens.     From  this  account,  the  official  assignee 
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IS  compelled  to  make  for  every  bankrupt's  estate  a  debtor        1^54^ 
and  property-book,  which  must  contain  a  statement  of  all 
the  bankrupt's  property,  and  in  whose  hands  the  same  is, 
how  much  has  been  paid  over  to  the  official  assignee,  and 
when  and  what  sums  remain  to  be  paid,  and  why.    To     ^fvument 
make  it  impossible  to  falsify  this  book  as  to  any  sum 
which  appears  to  be  outstanding,  the  commissioner  is  un- 
der the  obligation  (rule  1 7),  to  summon  the  debtors  to  the 
estate,  and  examine  them  upon  oath  at  every  audit.  Then, 
from  this  debtor  and  property-book,  which  must  be  pro- 
duced at  the  audit,  the  audit  account  is  made  out,  which 
shews  the  same  things,  and  also  the  application  by  the 
official  assignee  of  the  moneys  which  he  has  received;  and 
it  is  not  denied  that  these  accounts  were  correct  in  this 
case.    These  are  the  basis  of  all  the  other  books  and  ac- 
counts.    Now,  by  another  rule,  the  commissioner  has  the 
power  of  calling  for  all  the  books  of  account  of  the  official 
assignee,  and  comparing  the  quarterly  accounts  with  them ; 
and  this  power  must  impose  upon  him  an  obligation  to  do 
so,  because  it  is  obvious,  that,  otherwise,  the  quarterly  ac- 
counts could  not  be  properly  vouched;   for,  comparing 
them  only  with  the  cash-book,  ledger,  and  pass-book,  would 
be  comparing  accounts  over  which  the  official  assignee  has 
full  control  with  books  in  the  same  position,  and  of  course 
the  official  assignee  would  take  care  to  make  these  books 
and  accounts  consistent.     But  if  these  quarterly  accounts 
had  been  compared  with  the  debtor  and  property  books, 
or  with  the  audit  accounts,  the  frauds  committed  pre- 
viously to  any  quarterly  account  would  have  been  disco- 
vered at  once.     This  was  the  duty  no  less  of  tlie  creditors' 
assignees,  or  creditors,  than  of  the  commissioner,  for  they 
all  had  access  to  the  quarterly  and  audit  accounts,  and  to 
the  debtor  and  property  book ;  and,  therefore,  to  their  ne- 
glect of  this  duty,  according  to  their  own  shewing,  a  great 
part  of  the  default  is  owing.     With  respect  to  the  loss  on 
Messrs.  Parker,  Shore,  &  Co/s  estate,  subsequently  to  the 
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1854.  1^*  audit,  it  was  a  gross  act  of  negligence  to  allow  the  of- 
ficial assignee  to  go  on  receiving  money  without  calling 
for  an  audit  for  more  than  two  years.  Then  the  oflScial 
assignee  was  ordered  not  to  have  in  his  hands,  or  under 
Argument,  j^jg  control,  more  than  lOOOi  altogether;  and  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  commissioner,  creditors'  assignees,  and  credi- 
tors, to  enforce  this  rule;  but  so  great  was  their  neglect, 
that,  remaining  in  his  office  until  the  day  of  his  death,  he 
was  at  that  time  in  default  to  the  amount  of  ll,400t ;  and 
so  easy  of  detection  was  this  fraud,  that  it  was  all  dis- 
covered by  his  successor,  from  an  investigation  of  the  books 
and  accounts  alone,  in  the  short  space  of  one  month  after 
the  death  of  0,  W.  Freeman, 


The  comparatively  small  amount  of  the  penalty  of  the 
bond  shews  that  it  was  not  considered  possible,  if  proper 
vigilance  was  exercised  under  the  said  rules,  that  the  offi- 
cial assignee  should  commit  any  great  default,  especially 
remembering  that  such  a  penalty  is  always  made  very 
much  larger  than  the  sum  intended  to  be  secured.  An 
official  assignee  has  thousands  of  pounds  passing  through 
his  hands  in  the  course  of  a  few  years.  [The  Vicb-Chan- 
CELLOR. — There  is  a  limit  to  the  amount  of  the  penalty, 
from  the  fact,  that  there  would  be  a  difficulty  in  obtain- 
ing a  surety  if  it  were  very  large.]  But  it  might  have 
been  more  than  6000Z.  for  an  office  of  such  trust  and  value. 
The  amount  of  the  penalty  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
representation  made  to  the  Plaintiff  and  with  that  con- 
struction of  the  rules  that  is  contended  for,  by  which,  in 
ordinary  cases,  the  official  assignee  could  not  be  in  default 
to  a  greater  amount  than  lOOOZ.;  for  it  might  certainly 
happen,  that,  for  a  short  time,  he  might  have  got  into  his 
power  a  somewhat  larger  sum  by  some  ingenious  fraud, 
and  he  might  have  absconded  with  it;  and  such  a  contin- 
gency this  bond  was  intended  to  meet:  but  nothing  like 
this  has  here  happened.     But  the  most  important  con- 
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flideration  is,  that,  if  the  negligence  of  the  commissioner 
and  creditors'  assignees  and  creditors  does  not  affect  the 
liability  of  the  surety,  this  bond  would  be  a  direct  inccn- 
five  to  negligence  on  their  part;  for  they  would  think,  why 
need  we  trouble  ourselves  by  a  close  investigation  of  these 
accounts:  if  any  thing  be  wrong,  wc  can  recover  from  the 
sureties  to  the  amount  of  60002. 

The  statutes,  and  the  rules  in  bankruptcy  made  under 
their  authority,  are  part  of  the  general  law  of  the  land, 
and  are  particularly  referred  to  in  the  condition  of  this 
bond,  and,  therefore,  are  as  much  a  part  of  the  contract 
entered  into  with  the  sureties  as  if  they  had  been  recited 
in  the  bund.     But  here  the  Plaintiff  did  not  rely  upon 
that  alone,  for  he  made  particular  inquiry  as  to  his  liabi- 
lity, and  was  told  the  effect  of  these  statutes  and  rules, 
truly  enough,  by  one  of  the  actual  obligees  of  the  bond, 
who  was  a  trustee  for  the  court  and  creditors;  and  he  was 
also  told  that  these  rules  would  be  observed  by  the  com- 
missioner and  creditors'  assignees  and  creditors.    There- 
fore, that  may  also  be  regarded  as  part  of  the  contract; 
and  then,  the  non-observance  of  these  rules  to  his  injury 
was  such  an  alteration  of  his  contract  as  discharged  him 
from  his  liability:  Bonser  v.  Cox  (a).   Moreover,  these  rules 
and  statutes  conferred  upon  the  commissioner  and  credit- 
ors' assignees  and  creditors  these  peculiar  powers  which 
the  sureties  had  not.    These  powers  were  in  fact  an  addi- 
tional security  for  the  same  thing  that  was  souglit  to  be 
secured  by  the  bond.     They  were  a  security,  of  which  the 
sureties  had  a  right  to  have  the  advantage,  and  if  they 
were  rendered  ineffectual  by  any  negligence  of  the  real 
obligees,  that  must  discharge  the  surety:  Bonser  v.  Gox(b), 
The  Case,  mutatis  mutandis,  is  in  this  respect  exactly 
like  a  bond  for  an  existing  debt,  which  is  further  se- 

(a)6Beav.ll7. 

(6)  4  Beav.  379;  and  Bee  BoTuxr  v.  M^Don^xld^  14  Jiir.  1077. 

VOL.  I.  Y  K.  K.  W. 


29;: 


1854. 


Argument 
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cured  bj  a  waxrant  of  attorney;  and  it  has  been  decided, 
that,  in  such  a  case,  if  by  the  neglect  of  the  creditor  to 
file  the  warrant  of  attorney  that  security  has  been  lost, 
the  surety  is  discharged:  WcUson  v.  Alcock{a)y  Capd  v. 
BuUer  (6).    M^Tctggart  v.  Wat8on{c)  was  a  case  under  the 
Scotch  bankrupt  law,  in  some  respects  similar  to  this,  but 
differing  in  the  important  particulars,  that  the  surety  there 
claimed  to  be  discharged  mainly  on  account  of  the  negli- 
gence of  the  creditors'  assignees,  whereas  here  the  negli- 
gence of  the  commissioner  and  creditors  is  also  relied  on. 
Moreover,  in  that  case  it  was  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  and 
the   fact  of  negligence  was   actually  disproved.     Lord 
Brougham,  in  his  judgment  there,  makes  some  observa- 
tions, to  the  effect,  that,  the  negligence  of  the  commission- 
ers (who  are  in  the  place  of  creditors*  assignees  in  England) 
probably  would  not  absolve  the  surety;  but  these  were 
tnere  dicta,  and  referred  to  a  law,  the  provisions  of  which 
were  not  so  stringent  as  here;  and  he  intimates,  in  one 
passage,  that  if  the  persons  answering  to  creditors'  assig- 
nees in  England  had  been  proved  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
duty  by  which  a  loss  had  been  occasioned,  the  surety 
would  have  been  so  far  discharged.    In  Mein  v.  Hardie(d) 
the  cautioner,  for  the  honest  execution  of  his  oflSce  by  a 
trustee  for  a  sequestrated  estate,  who  was  in  a  similar  po- 
sition to  an  official  assignee  in  England,  was  held  to  be 
discharged  by  the  negligence  of  the  commissioners,  who 
were  in  the  position  of  creditors'  assignees  under  the  Eng- 
lish law,  in  knowingly  allowing  balances  to  remain  in  the 
trustee's  hands,  whereby  he  was  enabled  to  appropriate  to 
his  own  use  a  large  sum  of  money. 

Another  consideration  here  is  the  pendency  of  the  suit 
of  Young  v.  Freeman,  in  which  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
are  seeking  to  recover  all  the  assets  of  (?.  fV,  Freeman 


(a)  17  Jur.483;  *S.  C,  affirm- 
ed on  appeal,  J  7  Jur.  561. 
(6)  2  S.  &  S.  457. 


(c)  3  C.  &  F.  533. 

(d)  8  Shaw  &  Dunlop,  346. 
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ai  official  moneya    The  action  against  the  surety  should 
be  restrained  pending  that  suit;  for  if  that  suit  should 
&il,  as  it  is  proved  that  this  bond  is  the  only  specialty 
debt  of  6.  W.  Freeman,  the  obligee  must  be  first  paid 
out  of  his  assets  to  their  full  extent;   whereas,  by  ob- 
taining judgment  against  the  sureties,  the  bond  will  be 
discharged,  and  the  sureties  will  be  simple  contract  cre- 
ators only  of  0.  W.  Freeman,  and  will  have  to  come 
xa  pari  passu  with  a  crowd  of  other  creditors,  and  thus 
will  get  little  or  nothing  in  respect  of  the  sum  which 
has  been  recovered  from  them  in  the  action.    The  Plain- 
tiflTs  case  has  been  argued  entirely  upon  the  evidence  pro- 
duced on  the  part  of  the  Defendant;  for  it  was  impossible 
to  delay  this  motion  to  institute  the  necessary  examina- 
tion into  the  accounts,  and  to  cross-examine  the  Defend- 
ant's witnesses,  as  the  Plaintiff  must  do ;  because  the  action 
is  proceeding,  and  its  conclusion  is  imminent.     All  that 
is  asked  now  is,  that  the  proceedings  may  be  restrained 
for  a  time,  so  as  to  allow  of  such  an  investigation.   And  to 
entitle  the  Plaintiff  so  far  to  the  assistance  of  the  Court, 
it  is  sufficient  that  he  should  shew  that  it  is  probable 
that  the  negligence  which  he  has  alleged  has,  in  fact,  been 
committed. 
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Mr.  RoUy   Q.  C,   and  Mr.   Osborne,  contri,  were  not 
heard. 


Vicb-Chanoellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

Everything  has  been  done  and  said  by  the  Plaintiff's 
counsel  in  this  case  that  could  be  done  and  said  in  sup- 
port of  this  application;  but  I  cannot  restrain  a  creditor 
who  has  a  legal  right  unless  upon  some  equity  established 
against  him  ;  or,  if  not  established,  at  all  events  made  so 
probable  as  the  result  of  the  inquiry,  that  there  is  a  suffi- 
cient ground  for  arresting  the  proceedings  until  the  mat- 
ter can  be  more  fully  entered  into  at  the  hearing.    Now, 

y2 
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18M. 


Judgment. 


I  not  only  do  not  see  any  case  made  at  the  present  mo- 
ment, but  it  does  not  appear  to  me  at  all  probable  that 
anything  can  be  discovered  at  the  hearing  that  will  vary 
the  equities  of  the  parties. 

The  equities  which  have  been  relied  on  are  three: — It 
is  first  stated  that  there  was  a  representation 'made  to  the 
Plaintiff  when  he  entered  into  this  security  by  the  late 
chief  registrar  in  bankruptcy,  Mr.  Serjeant  Lawes,  that,  in 
consequence  of  the  operation  of  the  Bankrupt  Acts  and 
the  orders  made  under  them,  it  would  be  impossible  that 
the  sureties  could  be  liable  for  a  greater  sum  than  10002. 
Now,  independently  of  the  great  danger  of  allowing  a 
solemn  instrument  of  this  description  to  be  overthrown 
by  an  alleged  conversation,  especially  when  the  party  with 
whom  it  took  place  is  deceased;  and  considering — without 
doubting  for  a  moment  that  the  Plaintiff  has  represented 
it,  as  he  thinks,  truly — that  this  conversation  may,  never- 
theless, have  contained  other  statements  and  facts  which 
it  is  impossible  now  clearly  to  ascertain :  I  say,  without 
referring  at  all  to  that  danger,  and  independently  also  of 
the  fact  that  Mr.  Serjeant  Lawes  was  a  public  officer,  and 
of  the  additional  danger  of  using  a  mere  statement  made 
by  a  public  officer  to  the  prejudice  of  the  creditors  for 
whom  the  bond  was  given,  I  think  that  the  whole  alle- 
gation is  nothing  more  than  that  which  we  have  on  the 
other  branch  of  the  equity,  namely,  that  Mr.  Serjeant 
Lawes  told  the  Plaintiff  what  was  in  this  respect  the  effect 
of  the  bankrupt  laws.  Put  it  as  high  as  you  will ;  that  it 
appeared  to  him  to^  be  the  effect  of  these  laws  that  the 
official  assignee  never  could  have  (as  he  could  not  if  he 
were  an  honest  man)  more  than  10002.  in  hand  at  one 
time,  still  of  course  there  was  the  contingency  of  dis- 
honesty. The  Plaintiff  must  have  been  quite  aware  of 
that,  looking  at  the  amount  that  was  required.  He  in- 
quired, in  consequence  of  finding  that  the  surety  was  to 
be  bound  to  the  amount  of  30002.     The  Plaintiff  was 
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alanned  at  the  largeness  of  that  sum,  and  then  this  re- 
presentation was  made  to  him.  He  was  aware  of  course 
that  it  could  not  secure  him  against  the  contingency  of 
fraud,  against  which  it  was  impossible  for  Mr.  Serjeant 
Lawe9  to  guarantee  him.  I  do  not  think  that  the  re- 
presentation amounts  to  more  than  that. 

Then  the  second  ground  is,  that  there  is  a  suit  pending 
in  this  Court,  the  result  of  which  may  be  to  ascertain 
that  the  assets  of  Mr.  Oeo.  Win.  Freeman  amount  to  3000Z. 
or  4000Z. ;  and  if  so,  this,  being  the  only  specialty  debt, 
will  have  to  be  first  paid  out  of  those  assets.     But  I  do  not 
think  that  this  is  a  ground  for  my  delaying  the  creditor 
in  suing  the  surety.     I  cannot  stay  his  action  against  the 
surety  on  any  other  terms  than  those  oflered  by  the  De- 
fendant,  namely,  of  the   surety  paying  into  Court  the 
money  which  is  sought  to  be  recovered  in   the  action. 
The  creditor  may  of  course  make  over  to  the  surety  all 
the  rights  which  he  alleges  against  the  principal ;  but  I 
cannot  deprive  him  of  the  legal  right  which  he  has  of  first 
insisting  on  payment  by  the  surety.     The  hardshij)  on 
the  surety  would  no  doubt  be  very  great,  as  it  has  been 
suggested  in  the  argument;   for,   according  to  Copis  v. 
Middleton  (a),  if  this  debt  be  paid  by  the  surety,  he  be- 
comes only  a  simple  contract  creditor  of  the  principal 
debtor,  and  may,  as  such,  have  a  great  disadvantage  in 
the  administration  of  Geo.  Wm.  Freeman  s  assets,  if  the 
moneys  in  contest  in  that  suit  should  be  proved  to  belong 
to  such  assets.    But  I  think  that  this  is  no  ground  for  my 
delaying  the  obligee.   The  only  mode  of  escaping  from  that 
particular  hardship  would  be  to  accept  the  ofier  which 
has  been  made,  and  to  pay  the  money  into  Court. 

Then  I  come  to  the  main  point  relied  upon  in  the  case, 
the  principle  of  which  has  been  most  fully  argued.  First 
of  all,  I  may  say,  as  Lord  Bi^ougham  said  in  M'Taggart  v. 
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Wa;Uon(a),  that  I  really  do  not  think  this  question  arises 
here.  The  principle  which  is  attempted  to  be  sustained  is 
one  which  requires  some  comment,  but  I  do  riot  think  that 
the  facts  bring  this  case  up  to  that  principle.  Now  the 
principle  which  has  been  contended  for  is  this :  it  has 
been  argued,  that  a  surety  entering  into  a  contract  of  this 
description  with  a  public  officer  of  a  Court  is  entitled  to  say 
"  I  have  entered  into  this  security  as  surety  for  a  person 
who  is  accountable  under  the  direction  of  this  Court  The 
Act  of  Parliament  regulates  the  proceedings  of  the  Court; 
that  Act  of  Parliament  is  known  to  me.  It  is  known  also 
to  the  parties  to  whom  I  gave  the  security.  I  have  there- 
fore a  right  to  assume  that  they  have  imported,  as  a  tacit 
condition,  into  this  bond,  independently  of  the  absolute 
covenant  for  Mr.  Geo.  Wm,  Freeman  making  good  all  de- 
faults that  may  occur,  a  covenant  and  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  obligees  in  the  bond,  that  they  on  their  part, 
and  all  persons  concerned  in  the  estates  of  the  bankrupts 
on  their  part,  will  perform  and  fulfil  all  the  duties  im- 
posed upon  them  by  this  Act  of  Parliament." 


Now,  this  bond,  it  is  worthy  of  notice,  is  not  given  to 
the  creditors'  assignees  themselves,  but  to  the  registrars  in 
bankruptcy,  which  would  seem  to  imply,  that  the  assig- 
nees are  not  to  be  allowed,  for  this  purpose,  to  represent 
the  whole  body  of  creditors,  nor  are  their  acts  to  be  allow- 
ed to  damnify  the  whole  body  of  creditors.  It  would  be 
going  a  long  way  to  say,  that,  because  there  exists  an  Act 
of  Parliament  which  imposes  upon  certain  officers  of  the 
Court  certain  duties,  therefore  this  bond,  which  is  given 
to  the  officer  of  the  Court  as  a  security  to  all  the  creditors 
under  certain  bankruptcies,  is  to  become  of  no  effect  un- 
less all  the  prescribed  acts  on  the  part  of  the  officers  of 
the  Court,  who  act  in  certain  other  functions  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  creditors,  are  performed  with  a  due  and  strict 


(a)  3  C.  &  F.  633. 
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■dherence  to  the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  statutes  and  rules.        i{}54. 
I  should  hesitate  long  before  I  could  arrive  at  that  conclu- 
iioii;  and  I  think  that  I  should  be  justified  in  doing  so  by 
vhat  Lord  Brougham  has  said  in  M'Taggart  v.  Watson(a), 
in  every  word  of  which  I  concur.     His  Lordship  there     *^*^t/infnL 
said,  "  We  are  not  called  upon  to  dispute  the  doctrine  of 
the  Court  below  laid  down  here,  and  in  Mein  v.  Ear- 
dieQti)^  that,  where  one  gives  security  for  the  conduct*  of 
another  in  a  certain  office,  which  brings  him  in  contact 
with  persons  also  in  the  office,  he  has  a  right  to  expect 
that  these  persons  will,  in  all  things  affecting  the  surety, 
conduct  themselves  according  to  law,  and  discharge  their 
duties.^'     I  observe  he  is  very  careful;  he  says,  "  We  are 
not  called  upon  to  dispute/'     That  is  not  the  point  which 
here  arises,  and  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  dispute  it. 
He  continues,  "  All  this  may  be  very  true,  and  yet  it  can- 
not avail  to  discharge  a  surety  who  has  expressly  bound 
himself  for  a  person's  doing  certain  things,  unless  it  can 
be  shewn  that  the  party  taking  the  security  has,  by  his 
conduct,  either  prevented  the  things  from  being  done,  or 
connived  at  their  omission,  or  enabled  the  person  to  do 
what  he  ought  not  to  have  done,  or  leave  undone  what  he 
ought  to  have  done ;  and  that  but  for  such  conduct  the 
omission  or  commission  would  not  have  happened."    All 
those  remarks  point  to  active  connivance,  amounting,  in 
fact,  as  it  would  do  in  such  a  case,  almost,  if  not  entirely, 
to  a  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  persons  and  particular  officers 
who  were  so  conducting  themselves.     He  says,  in  another 
part,  in  which  I  also  concur,  that,  in  the  argument  in  that 
case,  this  has  been  lost  sight  of:  "  It  is  no  argument  against 
my  being  answerable  for  a  man's  not  doing  a  certain 
thing,  that  the  party  to  whom  I  gave  this  obligation  did 
not  see  that  he  did  the  thing  I  had  myself  undertaken  for 
his  doing;  and  it  is  no  discharge  of  my  voluntary  obliga- 
tion that  the  other  party,  the  obligee,  did  not  see  to  his 

(a)  3  C.  &  F.  533.  0)  b  Shaw  &  J).  34(J. 
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proceedings.  The  statute  and  the  bond  have  the  very 
same  object,  of  giving  the  creditors  a  double  security 
against  malversation  of  the  trustee — the  superintendence 
of  the  commissioners,  and  the  obligation  of  the  surety. 
The  argument  of  the  respondent  here,  by  which  he  sway- 
ed the  Court  below,  at  once  cuts  off  one  of  these  securi- 
ties, and  leaves  the  creditors  only  protected  by  the  other. 
The  duty  incumbent  on  the  commissioners,  as  a  pledge  to 
them,  continues;  but  that  security  they  had  without  the 
bond;  and  I  do  not  see  how  the  bond  can  avail  them  at 
all,  or  why  it  was  to  be  taken,  if  this  argument  prevails." 
That  argument  is  much  more  strong  here,  because  there, 
although  the  bond  appears  to  be  given  to  nobody  as  obli- 
gee, (I  suppose  that  is  the  form  of  the  Scotch  law,  that  it 
is  given  generally,)  Lord  Braugham  seems  to  have  treat- 
ed the  whole  matter  as  between  the  creditors  and  the  com 
missioners  who  represent  in  Scotland  what  we  should  call 
the  assignees  in  bankruptcy.  Now  here  the  legislature 
has  carefully  provided  that  the  bond  is  not  to  be  given  to 
the  assignees;  it  is  not  given  to  them  as  if  they  were  par- 
ties, who,  by  their  conduct,  could  prejudice,  or  alter,  or 
affect  it,  but  it  is  given  to  the  registrar  of  the  Court.  With 
respect  to  the  case  of  Mein  v.  Hardie(a)y  that  was  a  deci- 
sion of  a  Scotch  Court.  Possibly  that  authority  would  be 
followed  in  England  in  a  case  of  this  description,  namely, 
it  being  incumbent  on  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  to  see 
that  every  lOOOZ.  in  the  hands  of  the  official  assignee  is 
duly  paid  into  the  Bank ;  if,  on  the  face  of  the  accounts, 
it  appeared,  and  not  only  on  the  face  of  the  accounts,  but 
from  the  positive  distinct  connivance  on  their  part,  it 
were  brought  home  to  their  knowledge  that  there  was 
a  sum  exceeding  that  amount  in  the  hands  of  the  official 
assignee,  the  surety  might  then  say,  "  that  was  a  payment 
to  the  assignees,  the  assignees  in  effect  received  it  by  al- 
lowing it  to  remain  in  his  hands;  and  I  am  not  to  be  an- 


(a)  8  Shaw  &  D.  346. 
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iwenble  for  it — ^he  has  paid  it"  That  is  the  sort  of  doc- 
trine which  might  be  relied  on,  as  ic  the  case  ofMein  v. 
HQriie(a\  where  the  commissioners  had  taken  it  in  hand. 
Ihe  surety  might  be  able  to  say,  '^jou  have  passed  the  ac- 
ooant  in  which  7011  left  a  balance  outstanding — ^you  have 
taken  the  money  and  have  lent  it  back  to  the  party,  and 
sre  responaible  for  the  payment  of  it"  It  is,  however,  a 
doabtfiil  question,  whether  that  can  be  said  with  regard 
to  EngliA  assignees  in  bankruptcy,  where  the  creditors' 
asrignees  receive  no  money,  and  where  the  bond  is  given 
to  the  r^strar,  and  not  to  the  assignees,  for  the  express 
purpose  of  preventing  the  assignees'  acts  having  that  effect. 
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But  the  question  which  entirely  disposes  of  this  case  is> 
that  I  do  not  see  that  the  facts  raise  the  argument.  I  am 
just  in  the  position  in  which  Lord  Brougham  was  in  M^Tag- 
gart  v.  Watson  (&),  where  he  says  "  the  facts  are  all  denied 
as  they  were  charged."  Here  there  is  nothing  established 
which  the  assignees  were  bound  to  do,  which  they  have  not 
done.  I  mean  bound  in  the  sense  of  being  under  a  positive 
order  to  do.  The  orders  direct  this,  and  they  seem  to  me 
to  be  very  plain  and  distinct : — they  say,  on  the  part  of 
each  bankrupt's  estate,  a  debtor  and  property  book  must 
be  kept.  That  book  shews  the  whole  of  the  outstanding 
debts  and  assets  of  the  bankrupt,  and  the  whole  of  the  out- 
standing property  of  every  kind.  It  is  taken,  in  truth,  from 
the  balance  sheet  of  the  bankrupt  himself;  it  is  to  be  open 
to  all  parties,  at  all  events  to  the  creditors'  assignees,  and 
of  course  to  be  produced  to  the  commissioner  whenever 
the  commissioner  orders  it  It  is  expressly  ordered  that 
it  is  to  be  produced  at  the  audits,  because,  in  making  an 
audit,  which  usually  takes  place  about  the  time  when  a 
dividend  is  proposed,  for  then  the  parties  must  have  be- 
fore them,  on  the  one  hand,  all  that  the  bankrupt  said 


(a)  8  Shaw  &  D.  346. 
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1854.  was  his  property,  and  all  the  remarks  and  observationi 
made  by  the  official  assignee  with  respect  to  the  proper^, 
as  to  whether  he  has  got  it  in,  or,  if  it  be  outstanding,  whj 
it  is  outstanding.    All  that  is  very  proper  when  it  is  requi- 

'"^^"'***'  site  to  know  what  is  in  hand  and  available  for  the  credit- 
ors, and  what  is  to  be  done  with  respect  to  the  estate.  But 
the  audit  is  not  the  account  of  the  official  assignee  as  be- 
tween himself  and  the  estate.  It  is  true,  it  passes  through 
his  hands,  and  in  one  sense  may  be  called  his,  but  it  is  not 
his  by  way  of  charge  and  discharge,  and  the  payments 
made  by  him  to  the  accountant-general  in  bankruptcy  do 
not  appear  in  these  accounts.  The  audit  account  b  merely 
information  to  the  creditors  of  all  that  is  existing  for  the 
purpose  of  the  audit  when  that  takes  place;  and  so  the 
orders  prescribe,  that,  at  the  audit,  there  shall  be  produced 
the  debtor  and  property  book;  but  it  is  to  be  observed 
that  the  orders  do  not  specify,  and  probably  very  wisely, 
any  particular  period  at  which  the  audits  shall  take  place, 
it  being  known  to  be  an  expensive  proceeding,  and  it  be- 
ing fixed  according  to  the  exigency  and  convenience  of 
each  estate.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  when  each  official  as- 
signee is  to  account  to  the  other  assignees,  he  is  to  pass  an 
account  every  quarter  to  tie  him  down  as  closely  a^  possi- 
ble. Then  the  orders  provide,  that  another  course  shall 
be  taken  with  reference  to  the  quarterly  accounts.  They 
order  him  to  produce  the  cash  book  and  banker's  pass 
book,  and  any  other  books  which  the  commsssioner  may 
think  proper  to  call  for.  It  is  true,  that,  if  he  called  for 
the  debtor  and  property  book,  and  had  reason  to  suspect 
that  the  assignee  wafi  dealing  improperly  with  the  estate, 
he  would  be  able  to  have  an  additional  check,  an  addi- 
tional mode  of  making  it  quite  certain  that  the  accounts  so 
tendered  by  the  official  assignee  were  correct;  but  the  or* 
ders  do  not  provide  for  that,  and  there  is  no  breach  of  the 
orders  in  omitting  to  do  so.  It  is  said  that  these  parties 
are  boimd  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  to  do  something 
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■Udi  th^  haTe  not  done,  or  rather,  that  the  orders        1354, 
■Udi  follow,  and  may  be  considered  part  of  the  Act  of 
lUiament,  haying  bound  them  to  have  the  property  book 
lithe  audit,  also  bind  them  to  have  it  at  the  passing 
tf  the  quarterly  accounts.    That  this  might  be  a  pru-     ^"'hmeni. 
iat  mode  in  certain  specified  caees  no  man  can  doubt; 
ht  that  there  should  be  a  general  order,  which  certainly 
ks  not  heen  made,  that  this  book  should  be  produced 
on  all  these  occasions,  would  be  one  of  the  most  incon- 
venient of  all  courses;  because  then  it  would  have  im- 
posed a  necessity  in  passing  the  quarterly  accounts  of 
thirty-fotir  or  thirty-five  different  bankrupts'  estates  to 
have  the  debtor  and  property  books  of  all  these  thirty-four 
(X  thirty-five  estates  present,  to  be  gone  into  and  com- 
pared with  the  cash  book  and  the  banker's  pass  book,  to 
see  whether  by  chance  some  fraud  might  not  be  detected. 
It  is  said,  that  some  few  items  only  might  be  selected  to 
check  the  account    But  that  purpose  would  not  by  such 
means  be  answered  here;  because,  unless  a  tolerably  ex- 
tensive examination  of  the  debtor  and  property  book  were 
made,  it  would  be  the  greatest  chance  in  the  world  whe- 
ther you  fell  on  the  item  in  which  the  fraud  had  been  com- 
mitted. 

The  time  and  labour  of  doing  all  that,  where  there  is  no 
suspicion,  would  be  such  a  course  of  proceeding  as  would 
be  exceedingly  inconvenient  to  business ;  and,  therefore, 
I  presume,  on  that  very  account  it  has  not  been  imposed. 
I  do  not  find  any  direction  for  that  purpose,  and  I  think 
that  there  does  not  appear  to  be  in  this  case  one  single 
instance  of  the  neglect  of  an  order.  Assuming  the  Plain- 
tiff to  know  all  these  provisions,  and  assuming  the  other 
argument  in  his  favour  for  this  purpose,  he  cannot  point 
out  one  single  thing  which  they  have  neglected  to  do. 
All  that  he  can  say  is,  "  You  have  complied  with  every 
order.     I  have  looked  through  the  quarterly  accounts: 
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thej  do  not  disclose  that  the  official  assignee  ever  had 
more  than  lOOZ.  in  his  hands  belonging  to  any  one  es- 
tate, or  more  than  10002.  in  the  aggregate  of  estates. 
Every  single  order  has  been  distinctly  complied  with;  but 
you  have  been  careless  and  negligent/?(that  is  a  very^dif- 
ferent  proposition),  "  and  might,  by  scrutiny  and  diligence, 
have  found  out  the  frauds  and  defalcations.'' 


Even,  as  to  this* part  of  the  case,  I  have  hardly  treat- 
ed the  Defendant  s  case  fairly,  because  there  is  certainly 
no  charge  in  the  bill  about  this  debtor  and  property  book, 
about  which  so  much  has  been  said  in  the  argument. 
There  is  nothing  to  call  the  attention  of  the  parties  to  it, 
if  there  could  be  any  argument  to  be  deduced  from  it 
It  is  said,  that  the  Defendant's  witnesses  only  swear  that 
they  had  the  cash  book,  ledger,  and  banker's  pass  book  to 
examine  with  the  quarterly  accounts.  They  aver  that  for 
two  reasons:  first,  because  that  is  all  that  the  order  di- 
rects them  to  have;  and  secondly,  because  that  is  all  which 
it  is  alleged  in  the  bill  that  they  had  not  The  bill  states 
this,  order,  and  avers  that  they  had  not  the  cash  book, 
ledger,  and  the  banker's  book.  It  is  certainly  added,  "  nor 
any  of  the  books  of  the  official  assignee ;"  but  how  those 
words  can  point  to  the  omission  of  that  which  is  now  sup- 
posed to  be  a  book  of  such  capital  importance  in  the 
course  of  the  inquiry,  I  do  not  know.  It  seems  to  me, 
that  the  very  utmost  case  that  could  be  made  would  be 
this :  the  surety  might  say,  "  having  complied  with  every 
order  and  direction  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  there  was 
another  step  which  you  might  have  taken  which  would 
have  led  you  to  the  discovery  of  this  fraud,  which  remain- 
ed undiscovered  solely  on  account  of  your  having  neglect- 
ed to  take  that  precaution."  No  authority  has  yet*been 
produced  which  goes  anything  like  to  the  extent,  that, 
in  such  circumstances,  the  surety  would  be  discharged; 
and  all  the  analogy  to  be  derived  from  the  cases  which 
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have  been  hitherto  decided  by  the  Court  is  the  other  way. 
Nothing  can  exceed  the  neglect  of  parties,  who,  for  ten  or 
twelve  years,  fail  to  call  upon  a  clerk  for  an  account;  they 
have  a  high  opinion  of  his  honesty,  and  they  trust  him; 
the  surety  can  know  nothing  of  it.  All  of  a  sudden  they 
find  out  a  default  in  his  accounts,  and  they  have  been  al- 
lowed to  sue  the  surety,  and  the  surety  never  has  escap- 
ed on  account  of  that  species  of  negligence.  It  is  impos- 
sible to  put  the  doctrine  higher  than  this,  that  there  must 
be,  as  Lord  Brougham  expresses  it,  such  an  act  of  conni- 
yance  as  enables  the  party  to  get  the  fund  into  his  hands, 
or  such  an  act  of  gross  negligence  as  to  amount  to  a  wilful 
shutting  of  the  person's  eyes  to  the  fraud  which  the  party 
is  about  to  commit,  in  order  to  discharge  the  surety.  It 
was  put  forcibly  in  the  argument,  that  the  frauds  in  this 
case  were  all  discovered  very  quickly  after  the  death  of 
George  WiUiam  Freeman,  That  was  because,  the  moment 
there  was  a  suspicion,  the  whole  matterwas  unravelled;  and 
by  searching  and  inquiring  into  the  various  matters,  it 
was  perceived,  that,  if  they  had  been  looked  into  a  little 
more  closely,  the  fraud  would  have  been  found  out  before. 
That  does  not  prove  that  the  parties  have  been  guilty  of 
such  negligence  of  duty  in  the  obligation  in  which  they 
were  bound  towards  the  surety  as  to  exonerate  the  surety. 


The  Plaintiff  is  open  to  the  offer  made  to  him  of  an  in- 
junction on  paying  the  money  into  Court,  but  I  cannot 
make  any  order  on  this  motion ;  and  I  shall  do  in  this 
case  as  I  have  done  in  other  cases,  where  it  is  the  whole 
question  in  the  cause,  make  the  costs  costs  in  the  cause. 
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'^''''J}^'^  ROCHFORD  V.  HACKMAN. 

Ward  ofCtmH   -Ajfl  infant,  about  seventeen  years  of  age,  being  a  ward  of 

T^iM^^  Court,  was  entitled  to  the  dividends  of  a  small  sum  of  stock, 

„-.  .  which  had  been  transferred  into  the  name  of  the  Account- 
where  an  m- 

fimt  ward  of  ant  General  in  this  suit  to  a  separate  account.  An  order 
in  the  East  In-  had  been  made  that  these  dividends  should  be  paid  to  his 
•errS^Md  TO  gwardiaii  for  the  infant's  maintenance.  The  guardian 
***A*  Ei^r"*  ™^^®  ^^  arrangement  for  the  young  man  to  live  with  his 
dies,  the  Court  brothcr-iu-law,  and  that  he  should  be  taught  the  business 
beas  corpus  to  of  a  coopcr,  with  a  view  to  his  being  apprenticed  for  three 
mSTto'the  7®*"™  to  that  trade.  About  the  beginning  of  December, 
■wgcant  in        1853,  he  however  left  his  friends  and  enlisted  in  the  East 

whose  charge 

hewas,tobrinff  India  Company's  service,  and  was  sent  to  the  depdt  in 
5L  ward;  and,    England^  to  be  shipped  with  other  recruits  for  the  East 

ontheretam       Indies, 
of  the  wnt,  up- 
on a  motion  for 

chaige,madean  The  Smart  money  required  to  purchase  his  discharge 
SJSdtt'b:     was  the  sum  of  20i 

removed  out  of 
the  jurisdiction 

without  leave  A  habeas  corpus  having  been  issued  by  order  of  the 
and  directed       Court  to  the  sergeant  in  charge  of  the  recruits  at  the  de- 

SSdd  be"*!!^'  P^*'  ^  ^^i  ^P  *^®  ^^^y  ^^  *^®  ^^^'  ^^  *^®  return  of  the 
ed  upon  the       ymi  he  was  brought  accordingly  to  the  bar  of  the  Court 

East  India 
Company,  and 

on  their  officer  

in  command  at 

the  rwrruiu  ***  Mr.  De  Oex  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  guardian,  that 
^TtSfST^'  the  ward  should  be  discharged. 

motion  should 

SSTncTt  moti^  As  it  did  not  appear  that  any  notice  had  been  given  to 
day;  and,  upon   fj^Q  Eost  India  Company  or  to  their  officer  in  command 

that  day,  the 

fonner  order        at  the  depot — 

having  been 

duly  served, 

ordered  that  the  infimt  hhould  be  diicharged  and  delivered  over  to  his  guardian. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

The  Viob-Chahcellob  Sir  W.  Paqb  Wood  made  an  or- 
der,  that  the  infant  should  not  be  removed  out  of  the  juris- 
diction without  leave  of  the  Court,  the  order  to  be  served 
on  the  Eiut  India  Company  and  their  officer  in  command 
at  the  depdi ;  and  the  motion  was  ordered  to  stand  over 
until  the  next  motion  daj. 
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Ontm^. 


This  order  being  served  upon  the  Company  and  their 
officer  according  to  the  direction  of  the  Court — 

Mr.  De  Oex,  on  this  day,  renewed  the  motion. — He  cited 
Bond  T.  Roberts  (a)y  in  which  case  a  ward  of  Court  had 
been  taken  in  execution  in  an  action  for  necessaries  by  a 
tradesman,  and  was  in  Whitecross-street  prison,  and  the 
Vice-Chancellor  of  England  ordered  a  habeas  corpus  to 
be  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex  to  bring  up  the 
body  0/  the  ward,  and  ordered  the  tradesman  in  the  ac- 
tion to  attend  at  the  bar  of  the  Court  at  the  same  time. 
It  appeared,  from  the  Reg.  Lib.  A.  1842,  foL  875,  that 
upon  such  attendance  the  infant  was  ordered  to  be  dis- 
charged (6). — He  also  cited  a  case  of  Harrison  v.  OoodaU 


Afffumeni, 


(a)  13  Sim.  400. 

(6)  The  entry  in  the  Reg.  Lib. 
is  as  follows : — 

"Thursday,  30th  of  March, 
1843. — Whereas,  by  an  order, 
dated  the  29th  of  March  instant, 
it  was  ordered  that  James  Squire, 
who  has  caused  the  Plaintiff 
Henry  Bond,  the  infant,  to  be 
taken  by  the  sheriflf  of  MidcUe- 
9ex  in  execution  for  the  sum  of 
2^.  13«.  debt,  and  25^.  16^.  costs, 
should  personally  attend  this 
Court  on  the  30th  day  of  March, 
instant,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the 
morning,  and  shew  cause  why 
the  said  Plaintiff  Henry  Bond 


should  not  be  discharged  out  of 
the  custody  of  the  said  sheriff; 
and  it  was  ordered  that  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  cum  causis 
should  issue,  directed  to  the  she- 
riff of  Middlesex,  to  bring  the 
said  Plaintiff  Henry  Bond  into 
this  Court  on  the  30th  day  of 
March  instant,  at  ten  o'clock  in 
the  morning.  And  whereas  the 
said  Plaintiff  Henry  Bond,  the 
infant,  was  this  day  brought  to 
the  bar  of  this  Court  by  the 
said  sheriff  accordingly;  and 
whereas  Mr.  Wakejield,  of  coun- 
sel for  the  said  Plaintiff  J?enry 
Bond,  this  day  moved  this  Court 
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before  the  late  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  James  Parker,  not 
reported  (a). 


Judgment, 


The  Vice-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  said,  that  the 
cases  cited  seemed  to  require  him  to  maintain  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  in  this  case;  and  his  Honour  ordered 
that  the  infant  should  be  discharged  and  delivered  over  to 
his  guardian. 


that  the  Plaintiff  be  discharged 
out  of  the  costody  of  the  said 
sheriff,  in  the  presence  of  Mr. 

y  of  counsel  for  the  said 

James  Squire: — Whereupon,  and 
upon  hearing  what  was  aUeged 
by  the  counsel  for  the  said  Plain- 
tiff and  the  said  James  Squire, 
this  Court  doth  order  that  the 


Plaintiff  Henri/  Bond,  the  infant, 
be  discharged  out  of  the  custody 
of  the  BheTiff  of  Middlesex  ;  and 
this  Court  doth  reserve  the  ques- 
tion whether  James  Squire  should 
pay  the  costs  of  the  said  order 
and  of  this  application  until  the 
7th  day  of  April  next." 


1852. 
Jan,  IM. 


(a)  HARRISON  v,  GOODALL. 

Ward  ff  Omri  JLN  this  case,  an  infant  ward  of  Court,  who  was  entitled  to  main- 

"Z^^idic^  tenance  until  twenty-one,  and  to  a  small  property  on  attaining  that 

'  age,  under  the  will  of  a  relative,  had  a  guardian  appointed  by  the 

It  if  a  contempt  Court  in  this  suit  of  Harrison  v.  OoodaU,  which  was  instituted  to 

of  Court  to  re-     administer  the  trusts  of  the  said  will;  and  in  the  same  suit,  a  sum  of 

move  an  infiEuit  ' 

ward  of  Court      67^.  was  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  guardian  yearly  for  the  infant's 

oat  of  the  juris-  maintenance,  out  of  the  income  of  the  said  property.  The  Court  had 
*v****°t  ^Y**'  *^  approved  of  the  infant  being  apprenticed  to  an  engineer,  and  a 
enlisted  in  the  Bum  had  been  raised  and  paid  for  his  premium  under  the  order  of 
the  Court.  During  the  term  of  such  apprenticeship,  the  infant  en- 
listed in  the  60th  Rifles ;  and  it  was  stated,  that  he  had  since  been  ex- 
amined and  attested  before  a  magistrate,  and  that  his  discharge  could 
the  regiment  on  ^Qt  be  obtained  by  payment  of  smart  money.  The  regiment  in  which 
^"A^irardor*  he  had  enlisted  was  on  the  point  of  sailing  for  the  Cape  of  Good 
Court  having  so   Hope, 

enlisted,  and  __ 

having  been 

sent  to  Ireland,  Mr.  Chandless,  Q.  C,  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
upon  the  peti- 
tion of  his  guar- 
dian for  discharge  of  the  infiint,  the  Court  concurring  with  the  guardian  in  thinking,  that,  under  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  was  better  for  the  in&nt  to  remain  in  the  army,  ordered  the  peti- 
tion, as  to  that  part  of  it,  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  to  apply;  and  that  the  guardian  should  continue 
as  such;  but  that  the  allowance  previously  made  for  the  in&nt's  maintenance  should  be  discontinued ; 
and  provided  for  the  expenaes  of  the  guardian  in  the  matter  ont  of  the  income  which  had  been  till 
then  applied  for  the  infiint's  maintenance. 


army  without 
leave  of  the 
Court,  by  send- 
ing him  with 
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salt  and  of  the  gnardian,  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  directed  to  the 
Major-C^eneral  who  was  in  command  of  the  recruiting  department, 
and  to  the  sergeant  who  had  enlisted  the  in&nt,  commanding  them 
to  produce  the  body  of  the  infant  in  Court  on  the  following  Friday 
morning  at  eleven  o'clock,  to  be  delivered  over  to  his  guardian. 

The  application  was  supported  by  an  affidavit  of  the  guardian  and 
of  a  derk  of  his  solicitors,  verifying  the  above  facts,  and  stating  that 
the  in£mt  was  extremely  unwilling  to  be  discharged,  and  declared 
that  if  he  were  he  should  enlist  again  directly. 

Yicb-Chancellob  Sir  James  Parker,  without  making  any  order 
on  the  motion,  directed  that  the  guardian  and  his  said  ward  should 
attend  him,  saying  that  he  had  no  doubt  this  would  be  allowed  by 
the  War  Office. 

Accordingly,  on  notice  of  this  direction  being  given  to  the  said 
Major-Qeneral,  and  to  the  sergeant  who  had  enlisted  the  in&nt,  the 
guardian  and  the  infant,  accompanied  by  the  said  sergeant  and  also 
by  an  orderly  sergeant^  who  attended  to  watch  the  proceedings  on  the 
part  of  the  recruiting  department,  waited  upon  his  Honour  in  his 
private  room,  on  the  same  15th  of  January;  and,  on  that  occasion, 

Vice-Chanoellor  Sir  Jaices  Parker  expressed  his  opinion,  that 
it  would  be  a  contempt  of  Court  to  take  the  in&nt  out  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  without  previously  applying  to  the  Court  for 
that  purpose,  and  desired  that  this  should  be  intimated  to  the  officer 
in  command  of  the  recruiting  department. 

This  was  accordingly  done ;  but,  notwithstanding  such  notice,  on 
the  24th  of  January,  1852,  the  infant  was  sent  to  join  the  regiment 
in  Ireland, 

Thereupon,  the  guardian  presented  his  petition  in  the  suit,  stating 
these  facts  in  detail,  and  praying  that  such  directions  as  to  the  said 
infimt,  his  person  and  custody,  might  be  given,  as  under  the  cir- 
cumstances the  Court  should  think  At;  and  that  the  infant  might 
be  restored  to  the  custody  of  the  petitioner  or  brought  witliin  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court ;  and  for  the  necessary  directions.  And 
if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  enlistment  and  absence  of 
the  infant  from  the  jurisdiction  should  continue,  then  that  the  peti- 
tioner might  be  discharged  from  being  guardian,  and  that  the  order 
for  payment  to  him  of  the  said  yearly  sum  for  maintenance  of  the 
infant  might  be  discharged,  and  that  the  money  might  be  accumu- 
lated under  the  trusts  of  the  will ;  and  that  the  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  of  the  petitioner,  occasioned  by  the  said  enlistment"  and 
other  proceedings,  and  of  this  application,  might  be  paid  out  of  the 
income  of  the  infant's  said  property. 

VOL.  I.  Z  E.  K.  W. 
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Feb.  \6ih. 
Judgment. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 
Mr.  Chandless,  Q.  C,  for  the  petition. 


The  Yios-Chancellob  Sib  James  Parker  conctirring  with  the 
guardian  in  thinking,  that,  as  the  infant  desired  to  be  a  soldier,  it 
was  perhaps,  tinder  all  the  circumstanoes,  the  best  course  to  permit 
him  to  remain  in  the  service,  part  of  the  petition  was  ordered  to 
stand  over,  the  guardian  to  continue  as  such ;  but  the  allowance  for 
maintenance  to  be  discontinued;  and  the  guardian^s  costs,  charges, 
and  expenses  up  to  that  time  to  be  taxed  and  paid  according  to  the 
prayer. 


The  following  was  the  form  of  the  Order: — 

Order.  "  That  so  much  of  the  said  petition  as  prays  the  direction  of  this 

Court,  with  reference  to  the  discharge  of  the  said  infant,  do  stand 

over,  with  liberty  to  apply  to  this  Court ;  but  it  is  ordered,  tliat  the 
petitioner  be  retained  as  the  guardian  of  the  said  infant  during  his 
minority,  or  until  the  further  order  of  the  Court.  And  it  is  ordered, 
that  the  annual  payment  of  67^.  to  the  said  petitioner  as  maintenance 
for  the  said  infant  be  discontinued  from  and  after  the  let  day  of 
March  next.  And  it  is  ordered,  that  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses 
of  the  petitioner,  and  of  the  Plaintiffs**  (the  trustees  of  the  said  will) 
''  of  and  occasioned  by  the  enlistment  of  the  said  infeoit,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings taken  in  reference  thereto,  and  of  this  application  and  con- 
sequent thereon,  be  allowed  to  the  said  petitioner  as  such  guardian 
and  to  the  said  trustees;'*  and  should  be  taxed  in  the  usual  way  and 
paid  by  the  said  Plaintiffs  out  of  the  income  of  the  estate  to  which  the 
said  infant  was  entitled  under  the  said  will. 
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STROUD  V.  NORMAN. 
Y  an  indenture,  dated  the  8th  of  April,  1812,  and  made 


1863. 

Nirtf.  16M. 

1854. 
Jan,  26th; 
Feb.  lOth. 
Pofoer  of 

between  Mary  Norman,  by  her  then  name  and  description  ^^''^^ 
qS  Mary  BeOiune^  spinster,  of  the  first  part,  James  Ormond  -^OmdUuMoi 
Norman  of  the  second  part,  and  John  Bethune  and  Robert  perpetmty^ 
Formany  Esquires,  of  the  third  part,  being  the  settlement  -^^^*'*^^ 
made  previously  to  and  in  consideration  of  the  marriage,   lender  a  power 
which  was  then  intended,   and  was  shortly  afterwards  and  selection 
solenmised  between  the  said  James  Ormond  Norman  and  if^"Sp^^St^ 
the  said  Mary  his  wife:  after  reciting  that  Mary  Norman  J*®"*  ^^® 
was  entitled  to  certain  sums  of  stock,  and  that  it  had  been  tion  to  be  per- 
agreed  that  part  of  these  should  be  transferred  to  the  said  appointee,  the 
John  Bethune  and  EobeH  Norman,  upon  the  trusts  of  that  ^^bTSe" 
settlement,  and  that  the  rest  should  belong  absolutely  to  condition  is 
the  intended  husband,  and  reciting  that  certain  sums  of     sat  an  ap. 
stock  had  accordingly  been  transferred  into  the  names  of  Sad^*°*^„^ 
the  said  trustees :  it  was  thereby  agreed  and  declared,  that  ^^^^^in  contin- 
the  said  John  Bethwne  and  Robert  Norman,  their  executors,  that  contingent 
administrators,  and  assigns,  should  stand  and  be  possessed  Sppen,then* 
of  and  interested  in  the  said  sums  of  stock  so  transferred  the««ne;hitfe 

to  go  to  child 

into  their  names,  and  the  dividends  or  annual  produce  B.,  is  a  good 

thereof  respectively,  upon  trust,  from  and  after  the  so-  JSJation  under 

lemnisation  of  the  said  then  intended  marriage,  to  pay  the  s^*it^*'J\i,^ 

dividends,  interest,  and  annual  produce  thereof  to  the  said  «▼«»»  on  which 

'  the  shifting 

h'mitation  is  to 
take  effect  be  some  act  to  be  done  by  A,  if  such  act  be  consistent  with  the  scope  of  the  power: 
as  if  the  limitation  over  be  to  take  effect  if  ul.  do  not,  upon  the  request  in  writing  of  the  appointor, 
make  OTer  another  fund  derived  from  a  different  source  to  the  other  objects  of  me  power:  for  this 
is  consistent  with  the  intention  of  the  power,  which  was,  that  the  donee  should,  according  to  his 
view  of  the  exigencies  of  the  objects  of  the  power,  appoint  the  whole  fund  to  all  of  them,  or  to  some 
onlj  in  exclusion  of  the  others. 

If  the  condition  be  in  form  that  A.  should  do  this  upon  the  request  not  only  of  the  appointor,  but 
of  his  executors  or  administrators,  it  will  be  construed  as  if  the  limitation  were  inserted  in  the  in- 
strument creating  the  power;  and  where  that  provides  that  the  appoinment  must  be  made  so  as  to 
take  effect  within  twenty-one  years  after  the  death  of  the  appointor,  the  condition  will  be  valid. 

A  bill,  in  such  a  case,  by  a  married  woman,  and  the  trustees  of  her  settlement,  claiming  to  be 
entitled  to  the  share  so  appointed  to  her,  freed  from  the  conditional  limitation,  or,  if  bound  to  elect, 
for  an  inquiry  whether  it  would  be  most  beneficial  for  the  persons  entitled  under  the  settlement  to 
take  under  the  appointment  or  not,  is  not  an  election. 

z2 
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Mary  Norman  during  her  life,  for  her  separate  use,  with- 
out power  of  anticipation,  as  therein  mentioned,  and,  from 
and  after  the  decease  of  the  Said  Mary  Norman^  should 
stand  and  be  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  said  sums 
of  stock,  and  the  dividends  or  annual  produce  thereof  re- 
spectively, in  trust  for  all  and  every  or  such  one  or  more 
exclusively  of  the  other  or  others  of  the  child  or  children  of 
the  said  Mary  Norman^  either  by  the  said  James  Ormond 
Norman  or  any  other  person  or  persons  whom  she  might 
thereafter  happen  to  marry,  or  unto,  between,  or  among 
all  and  every  or  such  one  or  more,  exclusively  of  the 
other  or  others  of  the  issue  bom  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said 
Mary  Norman,  of  any  one  or  more  such  child  or  children, 
or  both,  imto,  between,  or  among  all  and  every,  or  such 
one  or  more,  exclusively  of  the  other  or  others  of  the  said 
child  or  children,  and  all  and  every,  or  such  one  or  more, 
exclusively  of  the  other  or  others,  of  their  or  any  of  their 
issue  bom  as  aforesaid,  at  such  time  or  times  not  more  re- 
mote than  twenty-one  years  next  after  the  decease  of  the 
said  Mary  Norman,  and,  if  more  than  one,  in  such  shares 
and  proportio-ns,  and  in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  said 
Mary  Norman,  notwithstanding  her  said  then  intended 
or  any  subsequent  marriage,  or  whether  covert  or  sole, 
should  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  instrument  or  instruments  in 
writing,  with  or  without  power  of  revocation  and  new  ap- 
pointment, to  be  sealed  and  delivered  by  her  in  the  pre- 
sence of  and  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses, 
or  by  her  last  will  and  testament,  or  by  any  codicil  or  co- 
dicils in  writing,  to  be  signed  and  published  by  her  in  the 
presence  of  and  attested  by  the  like  number  of  witnesses, 
direct  or  appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  direction  or  ap- 
pointment, upon  tmst  for  the  child  or  children  of  the  said 
James  Ormond  Norman  emi  Mary  his  wife,  in  manner 
therein  mentioned. 


James  Ormond  Norman  and  Mary  his  wife  had  nine 
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children,  and  no  more,  that  is  to  sbj,  the  Plaintiff  Mary 
Catherine  Stroud,  Tamar  Anna  Norman,  Harriet  Ann 
Norman,  and  Julia  Oeorgiana  Norman,  afterwards  Julia 
Cfeorgiana  FusseU,  James  Ormond  Norman,  George  Be- 
Hiune  Norman,  Charles  Goodwin  Norman,  John  Henry 
Norman,  and  William  Frederick  Norman,  who  had  all  at- 
tained the  age  of  twentj-one  years. 


1863. 
Stroud 

V. 

Norman. 
StatemenL 


The  husband,  James  Ormond  Norman,  died  in  July, 
1837,  having  by  his  will  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his 
real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  and  another  trustee 
(who  died  before  him),  upon  trust  to  sell  and  convert  and 
to  stand  possessed  of  the  proceeds,  upon  trust  to  pay  his 
debts,  and  to  invest  the  residue,  and  pay  the  dividends  to 
his  wife  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  to  hold  the  capital 
and  dividends  in  trust  for  all  the  testator's  children  at 
twenty-one  or  marriage ;  and  he  appointed  his  wife  and 
the  other  trustee  executrix  and  executor  of  his  will  Mary 
Norman  proved  the  will,  and  entered  into  possession  of 
the  testator's  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates, 
and  continued  in  such  possession  until  her  decease. 


By  an  indenture,  dated  the  7th  of  June,  1844,  the 
Plaintiff  Mary  Catlierine  Stroud  (by  her  then  name  and 
description  of  Mary  Catherine  Norman^  spinster)  and  Ben- 
jamin  Rolls  Stroud,  previously  to  the  marriage  then  in- 
tended and  shortly  afterwards  solemnised  between  them, 
assigned  the  one-ninth  share  of  the  said  Mary  Catlierine 
Stroud  of  and  in  the  general  residuary  estate  and  effects, 
both  real  and  personal,  of  the  said  testator,  or  the  produce 
thereof,  by  the  said  testator's  will  devised  and  bequeathed 
to  or  in  trust  for  his  said  children  as  aforesaid,  and  also 
her  share  of  the  funds  contained  in  the  settlement  of  1812, 
to  trustees,  upon  certain  trusts,  for  the  benefit  of  herself 
and  her  intended  husband  and  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage, with  an  ultimate  trust  for  the  said  M.  C.  Stroud,  or 
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1853. 

Strood 
Norman. 
StalemerU. 


for  her  next  of  kin  under  the  statute^  if  her  husband 
should  survive  her. 

Bj  a  deed  poU^  dated  the  18th  of  March,  1850,  under 
the  hand  and  seal  of  the  said  Mary  Norman,  and  duly 
executed  and  attested,  in  exercise  of  the  power  given  to 
Mary  Norman  by  the  said  indenture  of  settlement  of  the 
8th  of  April,  1812,  and  of  every  or  any  other  power  in 
anywise  enabling  her  in  that  behalf,  she  the  said  Mary 
Norman  appointed,  that,  from  and  immediately  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  Mary  Norman,  a  sum,  (amounting  to 
rather  more  than  one-fourth  part  of  the  settled  fund)  should 
remain  and  be  in  trust  for  the  said  Jidia  Oeorgiafia  Fu88eU, 
(then  Julia  Georgiana  Norman),  her  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns.  And  it  was  thereby  provided,  and  the 
said  Mary  Norman  did  thereby  further  direct  and  appoint, 
(amongst  other  things),  that  the  appointment  thereinbefore 
made  in  favour  of  Julia  Georgiana  Fussell  was  so  made 
upon  condition  and  to  the  intent,  that  the  said  Julia 
Georgiana  Fusedl,  her  executors  or  administrators,  should, 
at  the  request  in  writing  of  the  said  Mary  Norman,  her 
executors  or  administrators,  effectually  assign,  release,  or 
otherwise  assure  unto  the  sons  of  the  said  Mary  Norman, 
or  some  or  one  of  them,  or  to  their  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, for  their  or  his  absolute  benefit,  or  as  they  or  he 
should  in  that  behalf  direct,  all  and  every  the  parts  or 
shares  and  interests  of  the  said  Julia  Georgiana  FusseU 
of  the  stocks,  funds,  securities,  estates,  and  effects,  held 
under  the  trusts  declared  thereof  respectively  in  and  by 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  James  Ormond 
Norman. 


By  another  deed  poll,  dated  the  16th  of  July,  1850,  un- 
der the  hand  and  seal  of  the  said  Mary  Norman,  and  duly 
executed  and  attested,  after  reciting  the  said  indenture  of 
settlement  of  the  8th  of  April,  1812,  the  death  of  the  said 
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Jamn  Ormand  Norman,  the  issue  of  the  said  marriage 
b^ween  the  said  James  Ormofid  Norman  and  Mary  his 
wife,  the  actual  state  of  the  said  trust  moneys,  and  the  said 
deed  poll  of  the  18th  of  March,  1850;  and  further  reciting 
that  the  said  Mary  Norman  was  desirous  of  further  exer- 
dsing,  in  such  manner  and  form  as  thereinafter  was  men- 
tiwied,  the  power  of  appointment  so  reserved  or  given  to 
her  by  the  said  indenture  of  settlement  as  aforesaid  in 
&vour  of  her  three  daughters,  the  said  Mary  Catherine 
Strcudj  Tamar  Anna  Norman,  and  Harriet  Ann  Norman, 
all  of  whom  had  respectively  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years:  pursuant  to  and  by  force  and  virtue,  and  in 
further  exercise  and  execution  of  the  power  or  authority 
80  reserved  or  given  to  the  said  Mary  Norman  by  the  said 
indenture  of  settlement  of  the  8th  of  April,  1812,  as  afore- 
said,  and  of  every  or  any  other  power  or  authority  in  anywise 
enabling  her  in  that  behalf,  she  the  said  Mary  Norman 
thereby  appointed,  that,  from  and  immediately  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  Mary  Norman,  a  sum  (rather  less  than 
one-fourth  of  the  settled  fund)  should  remain  and  be  in 
trust  for  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Catherine  Stroud,  her  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns;  and  that  another  sum. 
(equal  to  that  given  to  Julia  0,  FusseU)  should,  in  like 
manner,  be  in  trust  for  Tamar  Anna  Norman,  her  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns ;  and  a  like  sum  (being 
the  residue  of  the  said  trust  fund)  for  Harriet  Ann  Nor- 
man, her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.    Provided 
always,  and  the  said  Mary  Norman  did  thereby  further 
direct  and  appoint,  that  the  several  appointments  therein- 
before respectively  made  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff  Jfary 
Catherine  Stroud,  and  the  said  Tamar  Anna  Norman,  and 
Harriet  Ann  Norman,  were  so  made  upon  condition  and 
to  the  intent  that  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Catherine  Stroud, 
and  the  said  Tamar  Anna  Norman,  and  Harriet  Awn 
Norman,   respectively,   and  their  respective    executors, 
administrators,   and   assigns,   should,  at   the  request  in 


1863. 


SiaUnyenL 


1853. 
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writing  of  the  said  Mary  Norman^  her  executors,  or  ad- 
ministrators, effectually  assign,  release,  or  otherwise  assure 
to  the  sons  of  the  said  Mary  Norman,  or  some  or  one  of 
them,  or  their  or  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
Statemeru.  for  their  or  his  absolute  use  and  benefit,  or  as  they  or  he 
should  in  that  behalf  direct,  all  and  every  the  parts  or 
shares  and  interest  of  them,  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Catherine 
Stroud,  and  the  said  Tamar  Anna  Norman,  and  Har- 
riet Ann  Norman,  respectively,  of  and  in  the  moneys, 
stocks,  funds,  securities,  estates,  and  effects  held  under 
the  trusts  declared  thereof  in  and  by  the  said  will  of  the 
said  James  Ormond  Norman,  except  the  sum  of  1498Z. 
lOs.  Id.,  SI,  per  Cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  part  of 
the  trust  property  under  the  same  will,  which  said  sum 
was  appointed  to  and  advanced  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Plaintiff  Mary  Catherine  Strovd,  on  the  occasion  of  her 
marriage  with  the  said  Benjamin  RoUs  Strovd,  Provided 
also,  and  the  said  Mary  Norman  did  thereby  further 
direct  and  appoint,  that,  in  case  the  said  Mary  Cat/ie- 
rine  Stroud,  and  the  said  Tamar  Anna  Norman  and  Har- 
riet  Ann  Norman,  or  any  of  them,  or  their  or  her  execu- 
tors, administrators,  or  assigns,  should  refuse  or  neglect  to 
make  or  execute  any  such  release,  assignment,  or  assur- 
ance as  aforesaid,  then,  and  in  such  case,  the  several  sums 
of  stock  thereinbefore  appointed  in  favour  of  the  said 
Mary  Catherine  Stroud,  and  the  said  Tamar  Anna  Nor- 
man, and  Harriet  Ann  Norman  respectively,  or  their  re- 
spective executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  refusing  or 
neglecting  as  aforesaid,  should  go  and  be  in  trust  for  all 
and  every  the  said  sons  of  the  said  Mary  Norman,  in  equal 
shares,  and  their  respective  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  absolutely.  And  the  same  deed  poll  contained  a 
power  for  the  said  Mary  Norman  to  revoke  or  alter  all 
and  every  or  any  of  the  trusts  and  provisoes  thereinbefore 
declared,  and  to  declare  other  trusts  thereof  by  deed  or 
will. 
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The  said  Mary  Norman  died  in  July,  1851,  without 
having  married  again,  or  made  any  other  appointment, 
and  without  having  made  any  such  request  as  was  con- 
templated by  the  proviso  in  the  deed  of  the  16th  of  July, 
1850. 
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In  August,  1852,  Tamar  Anna  Normany  Harriet  Ann 
Norman,  and  Julia  Oeorgiana  FusseU  and  her  husband, 
at  the  request  of  the  executors  oi  Mary  Normany  executed 
a  release  to  the  effect  required  by  the  said  deed  poll. 

In  November,  1852,  the  trustees  transferred  the  stock, 
which  was  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  of 
1812,  into  the  name  of  the  Accountant  General,  under 
the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  96.  In  De- 
cember, 1852,  the  shares  of  the  daughters  who  had  re- 
leased were,  on  their  petition,  paid  out  to  them  or  their 
trustees,  and  the  share  of  Mary  Catherine  Stroud  was  car- 
ried over  to  an  account,  intitled  "  The  account  of  the  per- 
son or  persons  entitled  to  the  funds  appointed  by  a  deed 
poll,  dated  the  10th  day  of  July,  J  850,  in  trust  for  Mary 
Catherine  Stroud,  or  in  the  events  therein  mentioned  for 
the  sons  of  Mary  Norman,  widow,  deceased.^' 

In  February,  1853,  the  executors  of  Mary  Norman,  by 
notice  in  writing,  requested  Mary  Catherine  Stroud  to  ex- 
ecute the  release  required  by  the  deed  poll  of  July,  1850. 

Mary  Catherine  Stroud  by  her  next  friend,  and  the 
trustees  of  her  marriage  settlement,  thereupon  filed  the 
bill  in  this  suit  against  her  brothers  and  other  persons 
as  Defendants,  praying  that  it  might  be  declared  that  she 
and  the  trustees  of  her  marriage  settlement  were  entitled 
to  her  appointed  share  of  the  trust  fund,  and  to  her  inter- 
est under  the  will  of  James  Ormond  Norman;  or,  if  she 
was  bound  to  elect  between  them,  then  for  an  inquiry 
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writing  of  the  said  Mary  Norrtmn,  her  executors,  or  ad- 
ministrators, effectuallj  assign,  release,  or  otherwise  assure 
to  the  sons  of  the  said  Mary  Normariy  or  some  or  one  of 
them,  or  their  or  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
Statemeru,  for  their  or  his  absolute  use  and  benefit,  or  as  they  or  he 
should  in  that  behalf  direct,  all  and  every  the  parts  or 
shares  and  interest  of  them,  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Catherine 
Stroud,  and  the  said  Tamar  Anna  NormaUy  and  Har- 
riet Ann  Norman,  respectively,  of  and  in  the  moneys, 
stocks,  funds,  securities,  estates,  and  effects  held  under 
the  trusts  declared  thereof  in  and  by  the  said  will  of  the 
said  James  Ormond  Norman,  except  the  sum  of  1498t 
lOs.  7(2.,  SI.  per  Cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  part  of 
the  trust  property  under  the  same  will,  which  said  sum 
was  appointed  to  and  advanced  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Plaintiff  Mary  Catherine  Stroud,  on  the  occasion  of  her 
marriage  with  the  said  Benjamin  Rolls  Stroud.  Provided 
also,  and  the  said  Mary  Norman  did  thereby  further 
direct  and  appoint,  that,  in  case  the  said  Mary  Cathe- 
rine Stroud,  and  the  said  Tamar  Amia  Norman  and  Har- 
riet Ann  Norman,  or  any  of  them,  or  their  or  her  execu- 
,  tors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  should  refuse  or  neglect  to 
make  or  execute  any  such  release,  assignment,  or  assur- 
ance as  aforesaid,  then,  and  in  such  case,  the  several  sums 
of  stock  thereinbefore  appointed  in  favour  of  the  said 
Mary  Catherine  Stroud,  and  the  said  Tamar  Anna  Nor- 
man, and  Harriet  Ann  Norman  respectively,  or  their  re- 
spective executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  refusing  or 
neglecting  as  aforesaid,  should  go  and  be  in  trust  for  all 
and  every  the  said  sons  of  the  said  Mary  Norman,  in  equal 
shares,  and  their  respective  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  absolutely.  And  the  same  deed  poll  contained  a 
power  for  the  said  Mary  Norman  to  revoke  or  alter  all 
and  every  or  any  of  the  trusts  and  provisoes  thereinbefore 
declared,  and  to  declare  other  trusts  thereof  by  deed  or 
will 
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The  said  Mary  Norman  died  in  July,  1851,  without 
having  married  again,  or  made  any  other  appointment^ 
and  without  having  made  any  such  request  as  was  con- 
templated by  the  proviso  in  the  deed  of  the  16th  of  July, 
1850. 
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In  August,  1852,  Tamar  Anna  Normany  Harriet  Ann 
Norman,  and  Julia  Oeorgiana  FusseU  and  her  husband, 
at  the  request  of  the  executors  oiMary  Norman,  executed 
a  release  to  the  effect  required  by  the  said  deed  poll. 


In  November,  1852,  the  trustees  transferred  the  stock, 
which  was  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  of 
1812,  into  the  name  of  the  Accountant  General,  under 
the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  96.  In  De- 
cember, 1852,  the  shares  of  the  daughters  who  had  re- 
leased were,  on  their  petition,  paid  out  to  them  or  their 
trustees,  and  the  share  of  Mary  Catherine  Stroud  was  car- 
ried over  to  an  account,  intitled  "  The  account  of  the  per- 
son or  persons  entitled  to  the  funds  appointed  by  a  deed 
poll,  dated  the  10th  day  of  July,  J  850,  in  trust  for  Mary 
Catherine  Stroud,  or  in  the  events  therein  mentioned  for 
the  sons  of  Mary  Norman,  widow,  deceased." 

In  February,  1853,  the  executors  oi  Mary  Norman,  by 
notice  in  writing,  requested  Mary  Catherine  Stroud  to  ex- 
ecute the  release  required  by  the  deed  poll  of  July,  1850. 

Mary  Catherine  Stroud  by  her  next  friend,  and  the 
trustees  of  her  marriage  settlement,  thereupon  filed  the 
bill  in  this  suit  against  her  brothers  and  other  persons 
as  Defendants,  praying  that  it  might  be  declared  that  she 
and  the  trustees  of  her  marriage  settlement  were  entitled 
to  her  appointed  share  of  the  trust  fund,  and  to  her  inter- 
est under  the  will  of  James  Ormond  Norman;  or,  if  she 
was  bound  to  elect  between  them,  then  for  an  inquiry 
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1853.        which  would  be  most  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  the 
^    ^    ^      persons  claiming  under  her  marriage  settlement 


Norman. 
ArffumenL 


Mr.  Elmsley,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  0.  JV.  Collins  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs.— ^The  appointment  is  valid,  and  the  condition  or  pro- 
viso annexed  to  it  is  void.  The  result  of  the  decisions  on 
this  subject  is  thus  stated  in  2  Sugd.  Pow.  84,  "  Wher^ 
conditions  are  annexed  to  the  gift  not  authorised  by  the 
power,  the  gift  is  good  and  the  condition  only  is  void,  so 
that  the  appointee  takes  the  fund  absolutely."  That  pro- 
position is  fully  borne  out  by  the  authorities.  In  Alex- 
ander V.  Alex(mder(a)y  Sir  T.  Clarke,  M.  R.,  says,  "If  a 
man,  having  a  power  to  appoint  lOOOZ.  among  his  children, 
gives  the  whole  to  them,''  and  annexes  a  condition  that 
they  shall  release  a  debt  owing  to  them,  cyt  pay  money 
over,  the  appointment  "  would  be  absolute,  and  the  condi- 
tion only  void,  and  the  boundaries  between  the  excess 
a.nd  the  proper  execution  are  precise  and  apparent  The 
ground  and  principle  of  all  this  is,  that,  where  there  is  a 
complete  execution  of  a  pow^,  and  something  ex  abun- 
danti  added,  there  the  execution  shall  be  good,  and  the 
excess  void;"  and  it  was  so  held  in  Sadler  v.  Pratt (b), 
where  a  lady,  having  an  exclusive  power  of  appointment 
over  a  fund,  in  favour  of  the  children  of  her  first  marriage, 
by  her  will  appointed  the  fund  among  the  children,  both 
of  her  first  and  second  marriages,  declaring,  that  if  any  of 
the  objects  of  the  power  objected,  that  child  should  take 
no  share,  and  if  all  objected,  then  she  bequeathed  the 
ftmd  to  the  youngest  child  of  her  former  marriage;  and 
the  Vice-Chanoellor  of  England  held,  that  the  appoint- 
ment was  good,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  objects  af  the 
power  :only,  and  that  they  would  take  the  rest  of  the  fund, 
which  was  badly  appointed,  under  the  limitation,  in  de- 


(a)  2  Yes.  sen.  640. 


(6)  6  Sim.  632. 
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fault  of  appointment  So,  in  Palsgrave  v.  Athifison  (a), 
where  valid  appointments  were  made  to  two  of  the  objects 
of  the  power,  with  conditions  annexed,  that  the  one  ap- 
pointee should  not  sell  or  dispose  of  the  property,  and 
that  the  other  should  make  a  strict  settlement  of  his  ap- 
pointed share;  the  conditions  only  were  considered  void, 
and  the  appointments  sustained.  So,  where  the  appoint- 
ment was  to  a  stranger  for  life,  in  trust  for  the  objects  of 
the  power,  remainder  to  such  objects,  the  trusts  and  re- 
mainder oyer  were  held  to  be  good,  though  the  appoint- 
ment to  the  trustee  was  bad:  Crosier  v.  Crozier(b), 


1653. 


Argument 


The  Plaintiff  cannot  be  put  to  her  election.  In  Trol- 
lope  V.  Routledge(c),  where  successive  appointments  were 
made  of  aliquot  shares  of  two  funds,  one  of  which  had 
been  diminished  one-fourth  by  a  previous  appointment, 
and  was,  in  consequence,  more  than  exhausted  by  the  sub- 
sequent appointments,  the  latest  appointees  were  not  al- 
lowed to  put  the  earlier  to  their  election,  so  that  the  de- 
ficiency'might  be  made  good  out  of  the  unappointed  part 
of  the  other  fund ;  but  the  loss  fell  altogether  upon  the 
latest  appointees. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor. — The  Court  simply  considered 
that  each  appointment  carried  its  own  fund.] 

It  may  be  argued  that  the  condition  is  good,  because  it 
is  for  the  benefit  of  objects  of  the  power.  In  2  Sugd.  Pow. 
84,  it  is  stated,  that,  "  if  the  power  be  only  to  give  the  pro- 
perty unconditionally,  and  it  be  exceeded  by  directing 
the  portions  to  be  paid  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  or  day 
of  marriage,  the  appointment  will  be  reformed  so  as  to 
make  the  portions  vest  at  once." 

There  the  condition  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  objects 
of  the  power,  and  yet  it  could  not  be  annexed. 


(a)  1  CoU.  190. 
VOL.  I. 


(6)  2  Con.  &  Law.  294. 
A  A 


(c)  i  De  G.  &  S.  662. 
E.  K.  W. 
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Mr.  BoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  T,  StevenSy  for  the  brothers. — 
The  appointment  is  either  entirely  good,  or  altogether  in- 
valid. If  the  donee  of  an  exclusive  or  general  power  to 
appoint  among  children,  in  such  "  manner  and  form  "  as 
he  thinks  fit,  appoint  substantially  the  whole  subject 
among  the  objects  of  the  power,  either  by  means  of  a  con- 
ditional limitation  or  in  any  other  way,  the  Court  will 
uphold  the  appointment  as  being  in  the  manner  and  form 
which  the  donee  had  a  discretion  to  choose.  [The  Vice- 
Chancellob. — The  difficulty  here  is,  that,  by  stipulating 
that  the  appointees  should  release  at  the  request  of  her- 
self or  her  executors,  the  donee  of  the  power  has  at- 
tempted to  delegate  it]  As  the  donee  herself  omitted  to 
make  the  request  which  it  was  her  duty  to  make,  that 
would  be  a  defective  execution  of  the  power  which  this 
Court  will  remedy  in  &vour  of  children. 


In  all  the  cases  that  have  been  cited,  persons  not  ob- 
jects of  the  power  were  claiming  under  the  appointment. 
But  an  appointment  like  the  present,  with  a  condition  in 
favour  of  an  object  of  the  power,  was  held  good  in  Roberts 
V.  Dianvell(a),  where  an  appointment  was  made  under  an 
exclusive  power  to  one  of  the  objects  of  the  power,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  upon  condition  that  he  or  they  should  pay  to 
his  sister,  another  of  the  objects  of  the  power,  30002.  and 
501.  a  year  for  maintenance,  until  she  attained  twenty- 
one  or  married,  and  the  appointor  charged  the  estates 
which  were  subject  to  the  power  therewith;  but,  if  the  ap- 
pointee refused  to  pay  the  same,  he  appointed  the  said 
estates  to  the  sister,  and  declared  that  the  3000^  was  in 
satisfaction  of  10002.  due  to  the  sister  from  the  appointor 
imder  a  covenant  in  his  marriage  settlement.  The  Court 
sustained  the  appointment,  except  so  far  as  it  was  in- 
tended to  pay  this  debt  of  the  appointor. 


(a)  2  Sugd.  Pow.,  App^  670. 
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Then,  if  not  entirely  good,  the  appointment  is  void  in 
toto.  The  proviso  cannot  be  struck  out,  so  as  to  leave  the 
appointment  unaffected,  for  the  appointment  is  not  to 
come  into  operation  until  the  request  is  made.  The  deed, 
until  request,  is  like  an  escrow.  The  donee  did  not  in- 
tend to  execute  the  power,  unlen  it  could  be  done  in  this 
way.  Moreover,  the  condition  being  for  the  benefit  of 
other  objects  of  the  power,  the  Court  will  regard  the  in- 
tention not  to  exclude  any  from  taking  the  benefit  of  the 
appointment,  and  will  rather  consider  the  appointment  to 
be  wholly  void  than  support  it  partially,  to  the  exclusion 
of  some  of  the  children,  as  was  held  in  Salmon  v.  Oibbsia). 

But  the  other  children,  who  have  executed  releases, 
ought  to  be  represented  in  this  discussion;  for,  if  the  ap- 
pointment be  wholly  void,  they  are  interested  in  default 
of  appointment 

The  Vice-Chanoellob  acquiesced  in  this  view,  and  or- 
dered the  cause  to  stand  over,  that  the  other  children 
might  be  made  parties.  They  might  appear  by  counsel 
without  entering  an  appearance. 
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1864. 
The  bill  having  been  amended  by  adding  these  persons     jan,  26tA. 

as  partiea 
Mr.  E,  F.  Smith  appeared  for  them. 
Mr.  Speed  for  other  Defendants. 
Mr.  Elmdeyy  Q.  C,  in  reply. 
The  Vice-Chancblloe  reserved  his  judgment. 


(a)  3  De  G.  &  S.  343. 
A  A  2 
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Feb.  lOth. 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  question  raised  by  this  bill  is  with  reference  to  the 
validity  of  a  certain  appointment  made  by  Mrs.  Norman 
in  favour  of  her  daughters,  under  a  power  given  to  her  by 
her  marriage  settlement;  yid  what  is  the  effect  to  be  given 
to  the  whole  appointment,  it  having  been  made  subject  to 
a  condition,  that  the  appointees  should  make  over  to  their 
brothers,  who  were  also  objects  of  the  power,  a  certain 
fund  to  which  the  daughters  were  entitled  under  the  will 
of  their  father,  and,  in  default  of  their  so  doing,  upon  the 
request  in  writing  of  the  appointor,  her  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators, then  the  appointed  fund  was  limited  to  their 
brothers  absolutely. 

I  must  first  consider  the  instrument  which  created  the 
power.  [His  Honour  stated  its  effect  shortly,  and  read 
the  power  of  appointment  which  is  set  out,  supra,  p.  314.] 
The  circumstances  which  afterwards  happened  were,  that 
there  were  several  children  of  the  marriage,  among  whom 
was  the  VXdAniiS  Mary  Catherine,  the  wife  oi  Benjamin  RoUs 
Stroud,  and  several  sons  and  other  daughters.  Mrs.  JVor- 
mans  husband  died  in  her  lifetime,  having  by  his  will  given 
all  his  residuary  property,  upon  certain  trusts,  for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  children.  Mrs.  Nornian  afterwards  executed  a  cer- 
tain deed  of  appointment,  dated  the  18th  of  March,  1850,  by 
which  she  appointed  a  portion  of  the  fund  to  one  of  her 
daughters,  named  Julia  Oeorgiana,  now  the  wife  of  Mr.^w^- 
sell,  and  thereby  provided  and  appointed,  amongst  other 
things,  "  that  the  appointment  thereinbefore  made  in  fa- 
vour o{  JuliaGeorgiana  FusseU  was  so  made  upon  condition 
and  to  the  intent,  that  the  said  Julia  Georgiana  FusseU, 
her  executors  or  administrators,  should,  at  the  request  in 
writing  of  the  said  Mary  Nomian,  her  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators, effectually  assign,  release,  or  otherwise  assure 
unto  the  sons  of  the  said  Mary  Norman,  or  some  or  one 
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of  them,  or  to  their  executors  or  administrators,  for  their 
or  his  absolute  benefit,  or  as  they  or  he  should  in  that  be- 
half direct,  all  and  every  the  parts  or  shares  and  interests 
of  the  said  Jvlia  Georgiana  FusseU  of  the  stocks,  funds, 
securities,  estates,  and  effects,  held  under  the  trusts  de- 
clared thereof  respectively  in  and  by  the  last  will  and  tes- 
tament of  the  said  James  Ormond  Norman." 
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That  appointment  having  been  so  made,  Mrs.  Norm^an 
afterwards  executed  another  deed  poll,  dated  the  16th  of 
July,  1850,  upon  which  the  question  in  this  suit  arises.  By 
this  deed  it  is  recited  that  Mrs.  Norman  was  desirous  of 
further  exercising  her  power  of  appointment  in  favour  of 
her  three  daughters,  Mary  Catherine  Stroud,  Tamar  Anna 
Normxin,  and  Harriet  Ann  Norman,  all  of  whom  she 
states  to  have  respectively  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years;  and  she  then  directed,  that,  immediately  afler  her 
decease,  a  certain  portion  of  the  fund  should  be  held  in 
trust  for  Mary  Catherine  Stroud,  her  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns;  and  she  made  two  other  appoint- 
ments in  favour  of  the  other  two  daughters  there  men- 
tioned; and  then  follows  a  proviso  very  much  in  the  form 
of  that  in  the  previous  deed  of  appointment  [His  Honour 
read  the  two  provisoes,  stated  supra,  pp.  317,  318.]  The 
deed  contained  a  power  of  revocation,  which  was  never  ex- 
ercised. Mrs.  Norman  died,  without  having  called  upon 
either  of  the  daughters  to  execute  a  release  according  to 
the  proviso;  but  her  executors,  about  a  year  after  her 
death,  on  the  12th  of  February,  1853,  did  make  a  request 
in  writing  to  Mrs.  Stroud,  that  she  would  make  such  a 
release  as  was  required  by  the  proviso  in  the  deed  of 
appointment.  It  appears  further,  that  the  two  other 
daughters,  to  whom  appointments  were  made,  on  being 
requested,  acquiesced  in  the  arrangement,  and  released 
all  their  interest  under  the  will ;  and  the  money  subject 
to  the  appointment  having  been  paid  into  Court  under 
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the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  upon  a  petition  presented  in  ano- 
ther branch  of  the  Court,  those  two  daughters  were  allow- 
ed to  take  the  shares  appointed  to  them ;  but  the  share  of 
Mrs.  Stroud  was  carried  over,  she  not  having  had  notice 
of  that  petition,  to  "  the  account  of  the  person  or  persons 
entitled  to  the  fund  appointed  by  a  deed  poll,  dated  the 
10th  of  July,  1850,  in  trust  ior  Mary  Catherine  Stroud,  or, 
in  the  events  therein  mentioned,  for  the  sons  o{  Mary 
Norman,  widow,  deceased." 


It  does  not  appear  to  me,  independently  of  Mrs.  Stroud 
not  having  had  notice  of  that  petition,  that  either  the  fact 
that  such  an  order  was  made,  or  the  form  of  the  account, 
precludes  the  question  being  now  raised,  whether  or  not, 
under  this  appointment,  Mrs.  Stroud,  or  the  trustee  of  her 
settlement,  which  includes  this  fund,  is  entitled  to  receive 
her  share,  free  from  the  condition,  or  that  the  limitation 
over  in  default  of  compliance  with  the  condition  in  favour 
of  the  sons  must  take  effect 

First,  there  can  be  no  question  that  under  a  power  of 
appointment  enabling  the  donee  to  distribute  the  fund, 
an  appointment  ought  not  to  be  made  with  a  condition 
attached,  to  be  performed  by  the  party  to  whom  the  ap- 
pointment is  made. 


In  such  a  case  the  appointment  is  good,  and  the  condi- 
tion void.  But  that  is  not  the  sole  principle  upon  which 
I  must  consider  this  case.  I  must  look  at  it  with  regard 
to  a  larger  principle,  namely,  whether,  when  an  absolute 
power  of  appointment  and  selection  in  favour  of  children 
is  given,  there  cannot  be  a  conditional  limitation  over 
of  one  share  in  favour  of  other  objects  of  the  power,  on  a 
certain  event  specified  in  the  appointment.  That  there  can 
be,  where  there  is  a  general  power  of  appointment  in  these 
large  terms,  a  limitation,  on  a  given  event,  to  one  child. 
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and  a  limitation  over  in  favour  of  another  child  in  case  that 
event  does  not  occur,  can  be  open  to  no  question.  If  it 
were  necessary  to  have  authority  on  that  point,  I  should 
refer  to  what  was  thrown  out  by  Lord  Hardtuickey  which 
is  quoted  in  2  Sugd.  Pow.  277,  7th  edit:  "In  Parsons  v. 
Parmms  (a)/'  and  I  have  looked  at  that  case,  and  find  that 
it  is  correctly  stated,  "  the  fund  was  settled  for  the  portions 
of  the  younger  children,  at  such  times,  and  in  such  pro- 
portions, and  subject  to  such  provisions  and  conditions, 
and  in  such  manner  and  form,  as  the  parents  should  ap- 
point, and,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  them  equally. 
Lord  Hardwicke  observed,  that  the  appointment  might  be 
made  subject  to  such  provisions  and  conditions  as  they 
should  think  fit,  which,  though  equity  would  construe  to 
be  such  as  were  reasonable,  yet  if,  upon  marriage  of  one 
of  their  daughters,  they  had  appointed  a  particular  sum, 
with  conditions,  that,  if  such  daughter  left  no  issue,  it 
should  go  to  the  other  children,  it  must  have  waited  till 
it  was  known  whether  she  did  or  did  not  leave  issue.'' 
Lord  St.  Leonard's  observes  upon  that, — ^"But  this  is  hardly 
a  good  example  of  a  condition,  for  this  was  a  limitation 
over  in  a  contingent  event,  which  would  have  been  au- 
thorised under  the  power  in  the  above  case,  if  the  words 
'  such  provisions  and  conditions '  had  not  been  inserted 
m  it. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  cases  distinguish  between  a 
limitation  over  on  a  given  event,  and  a  simple  condition 
attempted  to  be  attached  to  the  execution  of  a  power; 
and  that  it  is  too  clear  for  argument,  that  any  person 
having  a  power  of  appointment  among  children,  and  of 
selecting  such  of  them  as  she  might  think  fit,  might  ap- 
point  to  child  il.  on  a  certain  contingency,  and  if  that 
did  not  happen,  then  that  the  same  share  should  go  to 


Stroud 

V, 

Norman. 
Judgment 


(a)  D  Mod.  464. 
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child  £.  It  is  somewhat  different  where  the  appointment 
is  to  take  effect  in  the  event  of  A,  doing  a  certain  act,  and 
if  that  be  not  done,  then  the  share  to  go  to  B, ;  but  still  I 
apprehend,  in  deciding  whether  or  not  the  power  is  duly 
exercised  under  those  circumstances,  I  must  look  to  the 
event  on  which  the  limitation  over  is  made  to  depend; 
and  if  it  be  consistent  with  the  scope  and  object  of  the 
power,  and  not  a  fraud  upon  the  power,  then  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  circumstance  of  the  contingency  being 
an  act  to  be  performed  by  the  appointee,  does  not  make 
it  different  from  any  other  contingency,  such,  for  example, 
as  the  birth  of  other  children. 


The  substance  of  this  case  is  a  limitation  to  Mary  Catfte- 
rine  Stroud,  provided  she  makes  a  certain  payment  out 
of  certain  funds  to  her  brothers,  who  are  also  objects  of 
the  power;  and,  if  she  does  not,  then  there  is  a  limitation 
over  to  her  said  brothers.  There  is  nothing  in  that  which 
is  inconsistent  with  the  scope  of  the  power.  The  power 
gave  to  the  appointor  a  right  to  exclude  the  daughters,  if 
she  thought  fit.  She  did  not  do  so,  but  appointed  to  them, 
on  their  making  a  proper  provision  for  the  sons,  and,  if 
they  did  not,  then  she  appointed  to  the  sons.  If  it  had 
been  an  appointment  to  the  sons,  provided  they  had  not 
an  estate  left  to  them,  or  did  not  come  into  possession  of 
a  contingent  estate,  and,  in  the  contrary  event,  then  a 
limitation  over,  that  would  be  an  execution  of  the  power 
perfectly  consistent  with  the  trusts  and  duties  imposed  on 
the  donee  in  the  creation  of  the  power.  A  gift  to  one 
person  of  the  family  with  a  shifting  clause,  not  in  the 
event  of  an  estate  coming  to  him,  but  of  his  handing  over 
an  estate  in  his  possession  to  other  objects  of  the  power 
is  consistent  with  the  whole  intention,  which  is  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  fund  according  to  the  donee's  view  of  the 
exigencies  of  the  family,  she  having  a  right  to  exclude 
any  of  them  from  any  portion  of  the  benefit. 


CASES  IN  CHANCEBY. 


329 


With  respect  to  the  form  of  the  condition,  it  seems  open 
to  observation,  not  that  it  is  a  delegated  power,  because 
the  view  which  I  take  is  paramount  to  that  objection; 
but  the  appointment  being,  not  merely  if  the  daughters 
refuse  at  the  request  of  the  donee,  but  of  her  executor, 
the  fund  might  be  distributed  before  anything  had  taken 
place  to  devest  the  effect  of  the  appointment;  therefore  it 
might  be  said  that  the  parties  had  become  entitled  to  the 
fund,  and  the  request  would  come  too  late;  and  that  the  re- 
quest, and  the  period  within  which  it  might  be  made,  were 
so  indefinite  that  the  Court  could  not  arrive  at  a  proper 
construction  how  the  fund  was  to  be  distributed  consis- 
tently with  the  rule  of  law,  which  would  not  permit  an 
indefinite  extension  of  the  time  for  exercising  the  power 
given  by  the  settlement.  But  I  think  that  the  difficulty 
is  obviated  by  the  terms  of  the  power  itself,  which  provides, 
that  the  time  within  which  an  appointment  is  to  take  effect 
shall  be  "  not  more  remote  than  twenty-one  years  nexit 
after  the  decease  of  the  said  Mary  Norman ;''  and  I  appre- 
hend, that  the  proper  construction  of  the  clause,  giving  to 
the  executor  the  right  of  determining  when  the  applica- 
tion was  to  be  made,  would  be  to  construe  it  as  if  con- 
tained in  the  instrument  creating  the  power,  and  it  would 
be  thus  limited  to  take  effect  within  a  period  of  twenty- 
one  years  after  the  death  of  the  donee ;  and  then  the  con- 
dition becomes  a  limitation  of  the  fund  upon  a  request 
being  made  within  a  time  confined  to  the  legal  period. 


JudgmenL 


With  respect  to  the  form  of  the  power,  I  perfectly  agree 
with  the  observation  of  the  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  in 
Trolhpe  v.  RoutLedge{a),  where  there  was  an  appointment 
absolutely  to  one  daughter,  in  the  first  instance,  and  then 
a  subsequent  agreement,  to  which  the  daughter,  being  a 
feme  covert,  was  no  party,  that  the  appointment  should 
be  to  her  for  life;  and  the  Vice-Chan cellor  said,  "  In  con- 
struing a  deed,  the  mere  form,  in  a  case  like  this,  is  not 
(a)  1  De  G.  &  S.  6G2. 
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material.  The  order  and  arrangement,  also,  are  not  ma- 
terial. The  question  is,  -what  is  the  intention  of  the 
whole  taken  together  ?  Mrs  TroUope  had  power  to  ap- 
point to  the  separate  use  of  the  daughter  without  the 
daughter's  consent.  It  has  never,  I  believe,  been  decided, 
that  a  restraint  upon  alienation  of  income  by  a  married 
woman  is  inconsistent  with  an  absolute  estate  in  the 
capital  for  her  separate  use.  And  I  suppose,  that  a  limita- 
tion or  an  estate  for  life  for  a  married  woman's  separate 
use  is  consistent  with  her  having  an  absolute  estate  in 
the  capital  not  for  her  separate  use.  The  intention  here 
is  plainly  expressed  by  the  donee  of  the  power,  that  this 
lady  should  take  the  fund  for  her  separate  use  during  her 
life." 

And  in  that  case  it  was  held,  there  having  been  an  ab- 
solute appointment  in  the  first  instance,  and  then  a  re- 
settlement to  which  the  appointee  could  not  be  taken  to 
have  assented,  that  the  appointment  was  absolute,  with  a 
subsequent  limitation  to  the  separate  use  of  the  married 
woman  for  her  life.  Here  there  is  an  absolute  appoint- 
ment to  one  daughter,  and,  in  the  event  of  her  not  doing 
a  certain  act,  then  over  to  another.  The  difference  be- 
tween  a  mere  condition  to  devest  a  gift  and  a  limitation 
over,  will  occur  to  every  one.  In  no  case  is  it  more  ap- 
parent than  in  a  limitation  of  property  to  ^.  for  life,  with 
a  declaration,  that  in  the  event  of  his  bankruptcy  it 
should  cease,  or  that  he  should  have  no  power  of  assign- 
ing it,  as  in  the  case  o{  Brandon  v.  Robinson  (a).  In  such 
a  case  the  condition  is  void,  and  the  disposition  of  the 
property  is  absolute.  But,  if  there  be  not  merely  a  con- 
dition but  a  limitation  over  on  the  given  event,  then  it 
takes  effect.  So,  here,  an  appointment  may  be  made  to 
one  object;  and,  on  a  certain  condition  not  being  complied 
with,  there  may  be  a  limitation  of  the  property  over;  and 


(a)  18  Ve«.  429. 
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there  is  no  authority  which  militates  with  thb  view. 
Sadler  y.  Pratt  (a)  was  a  case  in  which  a  woman  had  chil- 
dren by  two  different  husbands,  and  had  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment in  favour  of  one  only  of  those  classes,  and  she  made 
an  appointment  in  favour  of  all  of  the  children  of  both 
classes ;  and,  in  order  to  establish  that  arrangement,  de- 
clared, that,  in  the  event  of  any  of  the  objects  of  the  power 
refusing  to  share  the  fund  with  the  other  children,  the 
child  so  refusing  should  not  have  any  part  of  the  trust 
property;  and,  if  all  refused,  she  gave  the  whole  to  the 
youngest  of  the  objects  of  the  power.  Tliat  was  clearly  a 
device  to  give  part  of  the  fund  to  the  family  who  were  not 
objects  of  the  power;  and  Lord  St  Leonard's  says,  that 
"  this  ingenious  device  was  considered  void"  (6).  But  that 
was  not  because  it  was  a  condition  that  could  not  hold, 
but  because  it  was  a  scheme  for  effecting  an  improper  ob- 
ject, namely,  transferring  the  fund  to  parties  who  were  not 
entitled  to  it.  Here  the  scheme  is  to  provide  for  all  the 
fiunily  who  are  objects  of  the  power;  and,  if  the  sons  take 
the  property  from  their  sisters,  they  are  to  have  nothing 
under  the  appointment;  but  if  not,  then  they  are  to  take 
by  appointment  the  whole  fund.  That  is  a  perfectly  just 
scheme.  Mrs.  Stroud  and  her  trustees  are  bound  to 
elect  whether  they  will  take  under  the  appointment  or 
not;  and  I  must  have  some  evidence  which  course  is 
more  for  the  benefit  of  the  perHons  entitled  under  her  set- 
tlement 

Mr.  Stevens  suggested,  that,  by  filing  the  bill,  Mrs.  Stroud 
had  elected  to  take  the  benefits  given  by  her  father's  will, 
and  not  under  the  appointment. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  said,  that  the  bill  was  by  the 
trustees  of  her  settlement  seeking  the  direction  of  the 
Court,  and,  therefore,  could  not  be  an  election. 


1864 
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(a)  5  Sim.  632. 


(h)  2  Sugd.  Puw.,  7th  edit.,  p.  ^6. 
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Declare,  that,  under  the  appointment  made  by  the  deed-* 
poll  of  the  16th  of  July,  1850,  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Cathe- 
rine Stroud  became  entitled  to  the  several  sums  thereby 
appointed  to  her,  subject  to  the  appointment  and  limita- 
tion over  of  the  said  sums  to  the  Defendants  (the  bro- 
thers), in  the  event  of  the  said  Plaintiff  or  her  assigns  not 
releasing,  upon  the  request,  in  writing,  of  the  said  Mary 
Norman,  her  executors  or  administrators,  all  the  share  of 
the  Plaintiff  in  the  property  held  under  the  trusts  of  the 
will  of  her  father  James  Ormx)nd  Norman;  and  declare, 
that,  a  request  having  been  made  by  the  executors  of  the 
said  Mary  Norman,  by  notice  in  writing,  dated  the  1 2th 
of  February,  1853,  that  such  release  should  be  made,  the 
Plaintiff  Mary  Catherine  Stroud  and  the  Plaintiff  if  arrmi- 
duke  Hornidge,  as  her  trustee  under  the  settlement  made 
on  the  marriage  of  the  said  Mary  Catherin^e  Stroud,  dated 
the  7th  of  June,  1844,  are  bound  to  elect,  whether  they 
will  accept  the  appointment  made  by  the  said  Mary  Nor- 
man; and  if  they  should  elect  to  do  so,  then  that  a  pro- 
per release  ought  to  be  executed  of  all  the  share  and  in- 
terest of  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Catherine  Stroud  in  the  pro- 
perty held  under  the  trusts  of  the  said  will  of  her  late 
father,  except  the  said  sum  of  1498Z.  lOs,  7d  Consols,  part 
of  the  said  trust  property. 


Inquiry,  at  Chambers,  whether  it  would  be  for  the  be- 
nefit of  all  parties  interested  under  the  said  settlement,  to 
take  under  the  said  appointment;  and,  if  so,  then  decree 
that  they  execute  a  release  to  the  Defendants  (the  bro- 
thers), of  &c.  Tax  costs,  and  pay  them  out  of  the  fund 
taken  by  the  Plaintiff  under  such  election. 
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B 


SHARSHAW  u  GIBBS.  Feb  wth  d- 

Y  an  indenture  of  settlement,  dated  the  31st  of  May,  Tenant /or  jjfe 
1844,  between  WiUiam  Sharshaw  of  the  first  part,  Mary  'jJ^^^Mortr 
Edher  Cumber^  afterwards  his  wife,  of  the  second  part,  ^oi/e— /feptf*>» 

.  .  ,     ,  — Charges  on 

ftnd  Th(ynia8  Sharshaw,  father  of  the  said  WUliam  Shar^  tetaed Property, 
diaWy  of  the  third  part,  certain  hereditaments  therein  de-  a  tenant  for 
scribed,  subject  to  a  mortgage  to  WiUiam  Bolton,  and  also  Jj^^-^t"^^"*** 
a  bond  for  790Z.,  with  interest  at  5Z.  per  cent.,  were  granted  mortgage  is  not 

liable,  as  be- 
by  the  said  Thomas  Sharshaw  to  the  said  WiUiam  Shar^  tween  himself 

Aaw  BXid  Mary  Esther,  afterwards  his  wife,  "upon  the  dermanOT^rS^" 

followintr  terms  and  conditions,  namely,  that  the  whole  of  !«"«>'»<»  "»  ^ 

®  .  .  fee,  to  pay  out 

the  said  property  should  be  enjoyed  by  the  said  William  of  the  rents  and 
Sharshaw  and  Mary  Esther,  afterwards  his  wife,  during  ©state  arrears 
their  joint  natural  lives,  and  in  case  of  the  decease  of  the  ^i"^^,^ 
said  WiUiam  Sharshaw  before  the  said  Mary  Esther  Shar-  y^»<^^  accrued 

,    "^  due  during  the 

shaWy  then  that  she  should  enjoy  the  said  property  dur-  lifcofapreced- 
ing  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  or  until  the  time  that  she  ufe,  ^^diS 
might  marry;  well  understood,  that,  at  her  death  or  mar-  iuch  Mreawwe 
rying,  the  said  enjoyment  should  cease,  and  the  said  pro-  primarily  a 

chanre  upon  the 

perty  should  then  belong  to  the  child  or  children  "  of  the  inheritance. 
marriage  then  intended;  and  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  on^^j[^°i°* 
the  said  WiUiam  Sharshaw  before  his  said  intended  wife,  ^^^  Penrhfn 
it  was  thereby  agreed  that  three  trustees  should  be  ap-  Ves,  106). 
pointed  to  take  care   of  the  property  for  the   child  or      A  second  te- 
children  of  the  marriage.  cannot  charge 

upon  the  inhe- 
ritance money 
expended  by  him  in  repairs,  which  ought  to  have  been  performed  by  the  first  tenant  for  life,  unless 
the  expense  was  occasioned  by  wilful  waste  done  by  him. 

By  a  marriage  settlement,  the  father  of  the  intended  husband  agreed  to  settle  a  money  bond  and 
certain  real  estates  on  the  intended  husband  and  wife,  during  their  joint  lives;  and,  after  the  death 
of  the  husband,  if  the  wife  should  survive,  on  her  for  life,  and,  after  her  decease  or  second  marriage, 
upon  the  children;  and  it  was  agreed,  that,  if  the  husband  should  die  before  his  wife,  three  trustees 
should  be  appointed  to  take  care  of  the  property  for  the  child  or  children  of  the  marriage.  The  mar- 
riage was  solemnised,  and  there  was  issue  of  it.  The  husband's  fiither  died,  leaving  his  son,  the 
husband,  his  sole  executor,  who  thereupon  took  possession  of  the  bond,  and  deposited  it  with  his 
bankers,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  settlement,  to  secure  a  loan  from  them.  The  husband  then  died 
insolvent,  leaving  his  wife  surviving.  In  a  suit  concerning  the  trust  property,  trustees  thereof  hav- 
ing been  appointed  by  the  Court:— ^e^,  that  they  might  redeem  the  bond  by  raising  money  fer 
that  purpose  out  of  other  parts  of  the  property  included  in  the  settlement. 
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The  marriage  was  celebrated,  and  there  was  issue  of  it 
one  child.  The  bond  remained  in  the  possession  of  the 
said  Thomas  Sharshaw  until  his  death  on  the  22nd  of  De- 
cember, 1847,  when  it  was  taken  possession  of  bjthe  said 
William  Sharshaw  as  his  sole  executor.  William  Shar- 
shaw deposited  the  bond  with  the  Warwick  and  Leaming- 
ton Bank,  as  a  security  for  money  which  he  borrowed  from 
them;  and  the  bank  had  no  notice  that  the  bond  was  sub- 
ject to  any  trusts.  The  said  WiUiam  Sharshaw  died  in- 
solvent on  the  17th  of  March,  1850,  leaving  his  wife  and 
child  surviving. 


Three  persons  were  appointed  trustees  of  the  settlement 
by  the  decree  of  the  Court  in  this  suit,  dated  the  25th  of 
November,  1852.  On  the  14th  of  June,  1850,  a  sum  of 
1061.  was  due  to  the  bank  in  respect  of  their  loan ;  and  it 
was  discharged  by  Mary  Esther  Sharshaw  out  of  her  life 
incoma  At  the  death  of  WiUiam  Sharshaw,  there  was 
due  to  the  said  WiUiam  BoUon  for  arrears  of  interest  on 
his  mortga^re,  a  sum  of  3432.,  which  the  trustees  paid  off 
out  of  the  moneys  which  they  received  in  respect  of  the 
bond.  The  trustees  also  expended  160Z.  in  repairs  of  the 
houses  and  buildings  on  the  estate  comprised  in  the  set- 
tlement, which  ought  to  have  been  done  in  the  lifetime  of 
WiUiam  Sharshaw. 

The  trustees  now  presented  their  petition,  praying, 
amongst  other  things,  that  they  might  be  at  liberty  to 
raise  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  said  settled  hereditaments, 
or  a  competent  part  thereof,  the  said  three  sums  of  money 
so  expended. 


Argument         Mr.  Spencer  FoUetty  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Kinglake,  for  the  pe- 
tition. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Lewis,  for  the  respondents,  as  to  the  arrears 
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of  interest  on  the  mortgage,  cited  Tracy  v.  Lady  Here* 
Jbrd(d)  and  Lord  Penrhyn  v.  Hughes  Qi),  where  Lord  Ah- 
9anleyy  M.K,  says,  "Tracy  v.  Lady  Hereford  (a)  was  quoted, 
and  I  wished  to  look  into  that  case  on  this  point;  and  I  am 
dearly  of  opinion,  that,  upon  the  doctrine  there  l^d  down, 
first  by  Lord  Kenyon  then  sitting  here,  and  afterwards 
upon  an  appeal  by  Lord  Thurlow,  however  hard  it  may  be, 
which  it  was  in  that  case,  for  Lady  Hereford  lost  all  her 
life  interest,  it  is  perfectly  established  that  the  rents  and 
profits,  during  the  estate  for  life,  must  be  applied  to  the 
reduction  of  any  interest  accrued  prior  as  well  as  subse- 
quent to  the  commencement  of  that  estate The 

ground  is,  that  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  tenant  for  life 
is  liable  to  incumbrances,  is,  in  the  first  place,  amenable, 
and  may  be  made  so  by  an  application  by  the  reversioners, 
to  all  the  interest  accrued  upon  incumbrances  prior  to  that 
estate  for  life.    It  is  very  hard  I  admit.     He  may  lose  all 

his  interest. If  the  tenant  for  life  sits  by  and  sees 

interest  accruing,  it  is  his  own  fault." 
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Argununt 


Mr.  Spencer  FoUetty  Q.  C,  in  reply,  mentioned  the  case  of 
Catdfidd  V.  it aguire  (c),  where  Sir  E.B.Sugden,  Lord  Chan- 
cellor of  Ireland,  says,  in  reference  to  the  dicta  in  Lord 
Penrhyn  v  .Hughes  (6),  "  Lord  Alvardey  seems  to  have  con- 
sidered it  as  established  by  Tracy  v.  Lady  Hereford,  that 
the  rents  during  the  estate  for  life  must  be  applied  to  the 
reduction  of  any  interest  accrued  prior  as  well  as  subse- 
quent to  the  commencement  of  that  estate.  It  does  not 
appear  to  me  that  the  case  established  so  wide  a  rule;  nor 
was  it  necessary  to  lay  down  such  a  rule  in  order  to  de- 
cide the  case  of  Lord  Penrhyn  v.  Hughes  (b).  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  fix  the  defaults  of  every  previous  tenant  for  life 
on  the  last  taker  for  life.  It  is  as  incumbent  on  the  re- 
versioner in  fee  to  look  after  the  tenant  for  life  in  posses- 


(a)  2  R  C.  C.  128. 


(h)  5  Ves.  106. 


(<?)  2  J.  &  L.  160. 
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sion,  as  it  is  on  a  tenant  for  life  in  remainder 

Upon  the  authorities  now  before  me,  I  should  be  inclined 
to  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  every  tenant  for  life  is  lia- 
ble only  for  his  own  time;  but  that,  to  liquidate  the  ar- 
rears during  his  own  time,  he  must  furnish  the  rents,  if 
necessary,  during  the  whole  of  his  life." — He  cited  also,  as 
to  the  repairs,  Harris  v.  Poyner  (a). 


The  Vice-Chancellor  reserved  his  judgment. 


F^.  14M.     Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

Judgment  The  question  in  this  case  is  with  reference  to  three  sums 
of  money  which  the  trustees  of  a  certain  settlement,  made 
on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Sharshaw,  required  to 
raise,  together  with  other  moneys,  which  it  is  not  disput- 
ed should  be  raised,  out  of  the  trust  property.  The  three 
sums  in  question  are  a  sum  of  J  06?.,  which  is  wanted  for 
the  purpose  of  redeeming  a  bond  from  certain  bankers, 
with  whom  it  was  deposited  by  the  executor  of  the  obligee 
as  a  security  for  a  loan  made  to  him  by  the  bank;  a  sum 
of  343/.,  which  is  required  to  pay  off  arrears  of  interest 
which  have  accrued  due  upon  a  mortgage,  and  which 
ought  to  have  been  paid  by  the  former  tenant  for  life  of 
the  mortgaged  estate;  and  the  remaining  sum  is  a  sum  of 
160/.,  which  has  been  required  for  repairs  which  ought  to 
have  been  executed  by  the  former  tenant  for  life,  and 
which  are  said  to  have  been  necessary  before  the  premises 
could  be  re-let. 

With  respect  to  the  bond,  I  think  that  the  sum  requir- 
ed to  redeem  it  must  necessarily  be  raised  and  paid ;  for, 
the  bond  being  in  the  hands  of  the  executor  of  the  obligee, 
he  deposited  it  with  the  bank,  and  there  was  nothing  to 


(a)  1  Drew.  174. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


337 


^Te  them  notice  that  he  was  wron^  in  so  doing.  It  might 
be  requisite  for  him  to  raise  money  for  the  immediate 
exigencies  of  the  estate.  I  think  the  trustees  could  not 
get  the  bond  back  without  satisfying  that  lien  so  imposed 
upon  it;  and,  it  being  admitted  that  the  executor  of  the 
obligee,  the  person  primarily  liable  to  pay  it,  has  died,  leav- 
ing no  assets,  I  think  that  the  redemption-money  must  be 
a  charge  upon  the  trust  property  in  this  case.  With  re- 
gard to  the  repairs,  I  think  that  I  cannot  allow  them  to 
be  a  charge  on  this  property.  No  doubt,  if  the  sum  had 
been  very  large,  or  a  case  of  wilful  waste  by  the  former 
tenant  for  life  had  been  made  out,  that  might  have  been 
a  reason  for  having  the  money  which  would  be  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  putting  the  property  into  a  proper  state 
of  repair  raised  out  of  the  estate,  because  the  tenant  for 
life  would  have  taken  away  part  of  the  bulk  of  the  estate. 
The  amount  required  is  1601  The  present  tenant  for  life 
wished  to  have  the  property  re-let,  and  has  allowed  that 
sum  to  be  taken  out  of  the  rents,  with  the  understanding 
that  it  was  to  be  recouped.  I  think  that  the  sum  is  not 
of  a  sufficient  amount  to  call  for  a  special  inquiry;  and 
the  repairs  themselves  are  not  likely  to  be  of  that  nature 
which  would  justify  the  expense  of  such  an  inquiry,  with 
the  view  of  making  them  a  charge  upon  the  inheritance. 
I  cannot  say  that  the  present  tenant  for  life  was  bound  to 
make  these  repairs;  but,  having  made  them,  I  think  the 
expenses  of  making  them  cannot  now  be  charged  upon 
the  inheritance. 


1854. 


JudgmenL 


The  remaining  point  is,  as  to  the  arrears  of  interest 
upon  the  mortgage  debt.  I  have  taken  some  pains  to  in- 
form myself  upon  this  question,  because  Mr.  Leiuis  men- 
tioned two  cases,  which  raised  a  doubt,  whether  or  not  a 
tenant  for  life  of  a  reversion  can  hold  his  life  estate  when 
it  falls  into  possession,  without  discharging  the  arrears  of 
interest  which  accrued  due  during  the  life  of  the  preced- 


VOL.  I. 


B  B 


E.  K.  W. 
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JuidifmenL 


ing  tenant  for  life;  or  whether  he  can  insist  upon  these 
being  a  charge  upon  the  estate  as  between  him  and  the 
persons  entitled  to  the  fee  simple,  subject  to  his  life  es- 
tate. The  first  of  these  cases,  Tracy  v.  Lady  Hereford  (a), 
did  not  appear  to  bear  out  the  argument;  but  Lord  Thur- 
low  there  made  some  observations  which  tend  to  shew, 
that  there  was  formerly  some  notion  of  ascertaining  the 
claims  as  between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  reversioner, 
and  adjusting  the  proper  proportion  to  be  borne  by  each. 
He  says  there  is  no  recent  instance  of  valuing  the  life  in- 
terest and  the  reversion,  in  order  to  see  to  what  amount 
each  should  be  charged  in  such  a  case. 


The  next  case  cited  was  that  of  Lord  Penrhyn  v. 
Hughes  (6),  the  facts  of  which  were  extremely  simple. 
There,  the  mortgagee  had  bought  the  estate  of  the  tenant 
for  life  in  possession,  and  then  sought  to  charge  the  in- 
terest, which  had  accrued  due  during  the  time  which  had 
elapsed  before  he  bought  this  estate,  upon  the  rever- 
sion. There  were  two  answers  to  this:  one,  that  he  came 
in  under  a  person  whose  duty  it  was  to  keep  down  that 
interest,  and  against  whom  a  bill  could  have  been  filed  by 
the  reversioner  to  compel  him  to  keep  it  down ;  and  the 
mortgagee  claiming  under  him  could  not  be  in  a  better 
position,  and  could  not  charge  upon  the  reversion  the  in- 
terest which  the  tenant  for  life  could  not  have  so  charged. 
Another  answer,  which  is  applicable  also  to  the  case  which 
was  argued  on  Saturday  last  before  the  full  Court  of  ap- 
pease), might  have  been,  that  the  mortgagee  was  trying 
to  turn  interest  into  principal,  which  the  Court  never 
allowa  He  was  doing  that  under  a  claim  of  having 
purchased  the  life  estate;  and  if  the  mortgagee,  in  this 
case,  had  bought  the  life  estate  in  remainder,  as  in  the 


(a)  2  B.  C.  C.  128. 

(h)  6  Ves.  99. 

(c)  Whitbread  v.  Smith,  Jan. 


18th,  to  be  reported  in  De  G., 
Mac,  and  G.'s  Reports. 
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I  before  the  full  Court  of  appeal,  the  charge  for  the  in- 
terest would  fall  upon  him.  The  mortgagee  had  originally 
a  right  to  claim  the  interest  as  he  pleased  against  the 
corpus  of  the  estate,  or  out  of  the  rents  and  profits;  but, 
if  he  has  lain  by  and  allowed  the  interest  to  accumulate, 
and  he  then  purchases  the  life  estate  in  possession,  he  is 
not  to  be  allowed  to  say  that  he  will  stand  upon  that  estate 
and  will  charge  the  arrears  of  interest  as  principal,  and  so 
turn  it  into  compound  interest  He  cannot  do  that,  for 
two  reasons:  He  is  still  a  mortgagee,  though  he  has  pur- 
chased the  life  estate,  and,  therefore,  he  cannot  turn  in- 
terest into  principal ;  and  secondly,  he  cannot  make  this 
claim,  because  he  has  chosen  to  lie  by  in  his  own  favour, 
and  is  attempting  to  throw  the  interest,  which  he  himself 
has  allowed  to  remain  unpaid,  upon  the  whole  estate. 

In  this  case,  Mrs.  Sharshaw  is  in  neither  of  these  posi- 
tiona  However,  in  Lord  Penrhyn  v.  Hughes{a)y  Lord 
Alvatdey  considers  it  to  have  been  established  by  Tracy  v. 
Lady  Hereford(b),  (and,  I  suppose,  from  the  note  which 
it  appears  was  furnished  to  him  by  Mr.  Ridiards,  for  it 
certainly  does  not  so  appear  in  the  report  of  that  case 
in  Brotvn,)  that  a  tenant  for  life  in  remainder  must 
bear  all  arrears  of  interest  which  accrued  during  the 
life  of  the  preceding  tenant  for  life.  I  ventured  to  say, 
that  I  could  not  understand  any  possible  principle  on 
which  that  could  be  arranged.  It  seems  like  making  A, 
pay  the  debt  of  B,;  and  I  used,  unconsciously,  words  simi- 
lar to  those  used  by  Lord  St  Leonard's  in  the  case  of  Caul- 
field  V.  Maguire{c).  It  was  the  duty  of  the  reversioner,  as 
much  as  of  the  tenant  for  life  in  remainder,  to  see  that  the 
tenant  for  life  paid  the  interest;  he  could  take  steps  to  re- 
deem, if  he  chose;  and  I  cannot  see  any  principle  on  which 
the  second  tenant  for  life  is  to  be  charged  with  a  debt 
which  was  not  his,  any  more  than,  if  the  estate  were  in 


1854. 


(a)  5  Ves.  99. 


(ft)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  128. 
B  b2 


(c)  2  J.  &  L.  160. 
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1854.        moieties,  the  owner  of  one  half  should  be  liable  to  pay  the 
debt  of  the  owner  of  the  other. 

In  the  case  of  Cavifield  v.  Maguire(a),  Lord  St  Leo- 
Jwigmmu  nard's  observed,  that  he  thought  Lord  Alvardey  had  ex- 
tracted from  Tracy  v.  Lady  Hei^efordQ)),  a  rule  which 
is  not  to  be  found  in  that  authority,  and  that  he  should 
not  follow  that  rule.  I  therefore  think  that  I  am  not  fet- 
tered by  any  authority;  though  the  case  before  the  full 
Court  of  appeal  went  somewhat  beyond  Lord  Penrhyn  v. 
Hughes  (c). 

But  here  the  question  is  between  the  second  tenant  for 
life  and  the  reversioner,  whether  the  interest  which  the 
mortgagee  might  have  obtained  during  the  life  of  the 
former  tenant  for  life,  is  to  be  charged  on  the  life  estate 
in  remainder,  or  on  the  inheritance;  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  there  is  no  duty  to  pay  this  interest  imposed  upon 
the  second  tenant  for  life,  as  between  her  and  those  who 
are  entitled  to  the  interest  in  fee  simple  subject  to  her 
life  estate. 


Minute  of 
Order, 


The  Court  being  of  opinion  that  the  corpus  of  the 
settled  estates,  subject  to  the  mortgage,  was  properly 
charged  with  the  sum  of  34?3Z.,  being  the  interest  which 
accrued  due  in  the  lifetime  of  the  late  tenant  for  life 
WiUiam  Sharshaw;  and  it  being  admitted  that  he  died 
insolvent;  and  the  said  sum  having  been  paid  by  the  trus- 
tees out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  bond,  being  other  part  of 
the  settled  property,  and  the  Court  being  of  opinion  that 
they  should  be  allowed  the  same  in  account. — Order  to 
raise  the  required  sums,  except  the  160Z.  for  repairs,  and 
the  proper  costs,  including  the  costs  of  this  application. 


(a)  2  J.  &  L.  160.  (6)  2  B.  C.  C.  128.         (c)  5  Ves*  99. 
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FORBES  V,  FORBES.  S;  {^^ 

ATHANIEL  FORBES,  afterwards  General  Forbes,  dbFeb.dH^ 
was  born  in  Scotland  of  Scotch  parents,  his  father  ]>cing  ^'"|j^^ 
possessed  of  an  estate  in  that  country,  called  Auchemachy  ''w'"  Army— 
on  which,  however,  there  was  then  no  house.  txDo  Retidencu, 

In  December,  ]  786,  being  at  that  time  a  lieutenant  on  u^wHo^. 
half-pay  in  the  102nd  Foot,  a  disbanded  regiment,   he  «i«,  at  least 

.  ,  ,  rv  &  >  with  reference 

contracted  a  marriage  with  a  Scotch  lady ;  and  that  mar-  to  the  socees- 
riage  having  been  secret,  and  its  validity  being  question-  somI  ^vi^v^^ 
ed,  the  ceremony  was  again  solemnised  formally  between      Legitimate 

children  acquire 

them  on  the   15th  of  July,   1787.     By  a  settlement  in  by  birth  the 
the  Scotch  form,  made  previously  to  the  second  ceremony  &**^^  °    ®" 
of  marriage,  and  dated  on  the  14th  of  July,  1787,  the     Anin&nt<an- 
father  of  the  lady  settled  certain  property  upon  the  said  domicil  by  hii 
NcUhaniel  Forbes:  and  the  said  Nathaniel  Forbes  bound  ^^'^  **^^ 

^  ,  A  new  domi- 

himself,  on  succeeding  to  the  said  estate  of  Aiichernach,  cil  cannot  be 

to  settle  half  of  it  upon  his  wife  for  life,  after  his  death,  cept  by  inten- 

if  she  should  survive  him.     There  was  issue  of  this  mar-  ^^  SeUiffln 

riage  one   son  only,  named   Charles,   who   was  born  in  jtincretothe 

,  intended  domi- 

1 787.     Shortly  after  the  formal  celebration  of  the  mar-  cil,  is  a  suie- 
nsLge,  Nathaniel  Forbes  obtained  an  appointment  in  the  pilose.  ^^^ 

But  the 
stmngest  intention  of  abandoning  a  domicil,  and  actual  abandonment  of  rciiidencc,  will  not  deprive  a 
man  of  that  domicil,  unless  he  has  acquired  another. 

An  engagement  to  serve,  and  actual  service  in  the  Indian  army,  under  a  commission  firom  the 
East  India  Company,  when  the  duties  of  such  an  appointment  necessarily  require  residence  in  /n- 
dia  for  an  indefinite  period,  confers  upon  the  officer  an  i4  n<7/o-/fM/tan  domicil ;  for  the  law,  in  such  a 
case,  picsumes  an  intention  consistent  with  his  duty,  and  holds  his  residence  to  beanimo  et  &ctoin 
India.   And  this,  even  if  he  have  property  in  the  country  which  was  his  domicil  of  origin. 

An  Anglo-Indian  is  not,  for  all  purposes,  an  English  domicil. 

A  domiciled  Scotchman^  having  ancestral  property  but  no  house  in  his  native  country,  by  accepting 
a  commission,  and  perving  in  the  Indian  army,  abandoned  his  domicil  of  origin,  and  acquired  an 
Anglo-Indian  domiciL  He  afterwards  attained  the  rank  of  General  in  the  Indian  army,  and  was 
made  colonel  of  a  regiment,  and  then  left  India  with  the  intention*  of  not  returning  thither,  butcame 
to  Gretti  Britain^  where  he  lived  part  of  the  year  in  a  house  which  he  had  built  on  his  estate  in 
Scotland^  and  part  in  a  hired  house  in  London^  under  circumstances,  which,  if  he  had  been  a  single 
man,  would  have  given  him  ngain  a  Scotch  domicil;  but  his  wife  and  establishment  of  servants  re- 
sided constantly  at  the  house  in  London : — Heltl^  that  this  foct  counterbalanced  the  effect  of  the 
other  circumstances,  and  proved  that  his  intention  was  pennnnently  to  re:)ide  in  England;  and  that, 
therefore,  he  must  he  considered  to  have  abandoned  his  acquired  domicil  in  India,  and  acquired,  by 
choice,  a  new  one  in  EngUmd.  * 
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service  of  the  East  India  Company;  and  in  December, 
1787,  being  still  under  age,  he  sailed  for  India,  leaving 
his  wife  with  her  parents  in  Scotland,  where  she  resided 
until  1796,  when  she  joined  him  in  India;  and  they  re- 
mained there  together  until  1808,  when  he  obtained  a  fur- 
lough, and  they  returned  to  Scotland, 

In  May,  1794,  the  father  of  Nathaniel  Forbes  died,  and 
he,  having  before  that  time  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
thereupon  became  entitled  in  possession  to  the  estate  at 
AuchenuLchy  subject  to  the  said  settlement.  During  his 
residence  in  India,  he  maintained  a  correspondence  re- 
specting this  estate  with  persons  in  Scotland;  and  upon 
his  return  to  Scotland,  in  1 808,  he  built  a  house  there,  and 
furnished  it,  and  made  some  improvements  in  the  grounds; 
and  he  resided  in  lodgings  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
Auchemack,  or  ntViX  London,  until  1812,  when  he  and  his 
wife  again  sailed  to  India,  where  they  remained  until 
1818,  when  his  wife  returned  alone  to  England.  In  1822, 
Nathaniel  Forbes,  who  had  then  attained  the  rank  of 
General,  and  was  colonel  of  a  regiment,  also  left  India, 
intending  not  to  return  thither,  and  came  to  England, 
and  took,  by  the  week,  a  furnished  house  in  Sloane-slreet, 
Chelsea,  where  he  lived,  until  June,  1823,  with  his  wife 
and  son,  and  an  establishment  of  servants  whom  he  had 
hired.  In  June,  1823,  he  went  with  his  wife  and  son  to 
Auchemach.  At  the  same  time,  he  took,  on  a  lease, 
which  he  renewed  in  May,  1850,  a  house  in  Sloane-street, 
and,  until  1841,  he  spent  his  summers  at  Auchemach,  and 
his  winters,  from  December  to  April,  in  Sloane-street;  but 
from  1841,  until  his  death  in  August,  1851,  he  resided  al- 
together in  Sloane-street,  and  there  he  died. 

On  the  9th  of  February,  1825,  the  said  Charles  Forbes, 
the  only  son  of  Nathaniel  Forbes,  died  in  England  unmar- 
ried. In  1835,  Nathaniel  Forbes  purchased  another  house 
and  estate  in  Scotland,  called  Dunnottar,  for  80,0001. 
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In  1812,  before  his  return  to  India,  Nathanid  Forbes       1854. 
took  steps,  with  the  concurrence  of  his  wife  and  son,  to 
revoke  his  marriage  settlement,  saying,  that  he  wished  by 
will  to  make  a  suitable  proyision  for  his  wife,  and  do  away 
with  "  the  trifling  settlement "  made  on  their  marriage.         ^to««»en< 

In  the  course  of  his  voyage  from  India,  in  3  822,  General 
Forbes  formed  an  intimacy  with  a  woman,  who  was  one 
of  the  passengers,  which  he  afterwards  continued.  By 
this  woman  he  had  three  illegitimate  children. 

After  the  death  of  his  only  lawful  son  the  said  Charles 
Forbes,  the  General  attempted  to  revive  his  marriage  set- 
tlement, and,  with  that  view,  had  it  registered  at  Aberdeen, 
for  the  purpose,  as  was  alleged,  of  defeating  his  wife's 
claims  upon  his  property  under  the  Scotch  law,  if  she 
should  survive  him.  After  having  done  this.  General 
Forbes  executed  certain  deeds  of  entail  according  to  the 
Scotch  law,  by  which  he  settled  the  estates  of  Auchemach 
and  Dunnottar  on  his  illegitimate  children  and  their  issue 
in  strict  settlement. 

By  his  will,  made  at  Ab&rdeeti  in  the  Scotch  form,  and 
dated  on  the  8th  of  January,  1840,  General  Forbes  gave 
to  his  trustees  and  executors  all  his  estate,  real  and  per- 
sonal, in  trust  to  pay  his  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and 
legacies,  and  to  make  such  addition  to  the  provisions  al- 
ready made  for  his  wife  as  would  "  enable  her  to  enjoy  a 
life-rent  annuity  in  the  whole  of  1  OOt;"  and  he  gave  her 
a  life  interest  also  in  the  lease  of  his  house  in  London, 
and  in  the  plate  and  furniture  there  at  his  death,  on  con- 
dition that  she  should  release  all  claims  under  their  con- 
tract of  marriage  or  otherwise;  and  the  said  testator  di- 
rected, that,  after  accomplishing  all  the  other  purposes  of 
the  trusts  thereby  declared,  the  said  trustees  should  lay 
out  and  invest  the  whole  accumulations  of  rents  and  in- 
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terests  of  his  hereditable  estates  and  debts,  together  with 
the  whole  produce  of  his  personal  means  and  estate,  and 
the  interest  accruing  on  the  accumulations,  in  the  purchase 
of  land  and  heritages  situated  as  near  and  convenient 
as  they  could  be  reasonably  had  to  his  said  estates  of 
AtLchemach  and  DwnnoUar,  and  should  settle  and  secure 
the  land  and  heritages  so  to  be  purchased  hy  a  deed  or 
deeds  of  strict  entail  upon  the  series  of  heirs  thereinafter 
mentioned,  and  under  the  same  conditions,  provisions, 
limitations,  restrictions,  clauses  prohibitory,  irritant,  and 
resolutive,  and  other  clauses,  as  were  contained  in  the  said 
entails  of  the  estates  of  Auchemach  and  Dimnottar;  with 
the  addition  thereto,  that,  in  the  deed  or  deeds  of  entail  so 
to  be  executed  by  his  said  trustees,  they  should  introduce 
a  clause  obliging  the  heirs  of  entail  to  occupy  the  mansion- 
house,  garden,  and  offices  at  AtLchemach  (upon  which  he 
had  laid  out  a  large  sum  of  money)  for  at  least  some  part 
of  every  year  after  their  succession,  unless  in  the  army  or 
navy  on  actual  service,  or  otherwise  employed  in  the  ser- 
vice of  their  country;  and  to  uphold  and  keep  the  same, 
and  also  the  mausoleum  or  burying-place  which  he  meant 
to  make  out  at  Auchemach  (if  the  same  should  be  made 
out),  always  in  good  order  and  repair,  and  also  preserve 
entire  the  whole  growing  wood  about  the  mansion-houses 
and  policies  of  Auchernach  and  DunnoUar,  and  not  allow 
the  same  to  be  cut  down  or  damaged,  so  as  to  injure  or 
affect  the  ornamental  appearance  or  amenity  of  the  man- 
sion-houses or  policies  of  either  of  those  estates. 


The  testator  made  two  codicils  to  this  will  when  in 
Shane-street^  which  were  dated  respectively  in  July,  1846, 
and  September,  1847. 


The  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  by  the  widow  of  General 
Forbes  against  his  executors,  insisting  that  the  marriage 
settlement  was  revoked,  and  claiming  to  be  entitled  by 
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the  law  of  ScaUand  to  a  moietj  of  the  residue  of  the 
personal  estate  of  her  late  husband,  after  payment  of  his 
debts.  A  cross  bill  "was  also  filed  by  one  of  the  testator's 
ill^timate  children  to  establish  the  will  and  for  adminis- 
iratbn. 

The  question  to  which  the  argument  was  mainly  ad- 
dressed was,  what  was  the  domicil  of  General  Forbes  at 
the  time  of  his  death? 

The  minor  circumstances  relied  upon  in  the  arguments 
on  either  side  are  fully  stated  in  the  judgment. 


1854. 


StcUement, 


SiiF.  Thesiger,  Mr.  Anderson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A.  J.  Letvis, 
for  the  Plaintiff. 

ScoUand,  the  place  of  his  birth,  was  the  original  domicil 
of  General  Forbes.  By  entering  the  service  of  the  East 
India  Company  he  did  not  lose  that  domicil  and  acquire 
a  new  one.  It  is  true,  that  there  are  cases  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that  a  Scotchman,  by  entering  into  the  East  In- 
dian service,  has  lost  his  original  domicil  and  acquired  a 
new  one ;  but  in  none  of  those  cases  had  the  party  property 
in  Scotland,  as  General  Forbes  had  here :  Marsh  v.  Hutchin- 
son (a),  SomerviUe  v.  Somerville  (6),  Brown  v.  Smith(c).  It 
was  a  rule  of  the  civil  law,  from  which  our  law  on  this  sub- 
ject is  derived,  "Miles  ibi  domicilium  habere  videtur  ubi  me- 
ret,  si  nihil  in  patria  possideat:"  Dig.  lib.  50,  tit.  1,  sect.  23; 
PhiU.  Law  of  Domicil,  p.  76.  "  In  many  cases  actual  resi- 
dence is  not  indispensable  to  retain  a  domicil  after  it  is 
once  acquired;  but  it  is  retained  animo  solo,  by  the  mere 
intention  not  to  change  it  or  to  adopt  another:"  Story's 
Conflict  of  Laws,  p.  47,  pi.  44.  But  if  General  Forbes  did 
lose  his  domicil  of  origin,  and  acquire  an  Anglo-Indian 


ArytmetU. 


(a)  2  B  &  P.  226. 


(6)  4  Ves.  749. 


(e)  15  Beav.  444. 
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domicil,  he  afterwards,  on  his  return  from  India  in  1 822, 
abandoned  his  acquired  domicil  and  revived  his  original 
one;  for  he  returned  in  1822  with  the  intention  of  remain- 
ing permanently  in  Scotland;  and  the  various  circum- 
stances of  this  case  (see  the  judgment,  infra,  p.  S60)  shew 
that  his  domicil  of  origin  was  revived :  Story's  Conflict  of 
Laws,  p.  52,  pL  47. 


There  can  be  only  one  place  of  domicil  to  regulate  suc- 
cession: Bempde  v.  Johnstone  (a),  Lashley  v.  Hog  (6),  Rob. 
on  Law  of  Succession,  p.  126;  and  see  judgment  in  App. 
436,  where  Lord  Eldon  says,  "  With  reference  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  Scotland  was  or  not  the  residence  of  Mr. 
Hoff  at  the  time  of  Mrs.  Hog's  death  .  .  .  This  gentleman 
had  originally  come  from  Scotland  to  make  his  fortune  in 
England;  he  seems  to  have  been  a  very  sensible  and  a 
very  industrious  man;  he  had  succeeded  in  trade  to  a 
great  extent;  but  throughout  his  whole  life  he  seems  to 
have  been  influenced  by  a  determination  to  spend  as  much 
of  his  life,  and  particularly  the  latter  days  of  that  life,  as 
he  could  in  his  native  country.  He  meant  to  take  there 
his  summa  rerum — he  meant  that  his  establishment  should 
be  there,  and  he  was  acting  upon  that  intention  when  he 
went  there  ...  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  he  was  do- 
miciled in  Scotland  at  the  death  of  his  wife."" 

Sir  R.  Bethell,  Solicitor-General,  Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr. 
Beales,  for  the  Defendanta — The  simple  question  of  fact 
is,  what  was  the  permanent  habitation  of  General  Forbes 
in  this  case?  The  acceptance  of  a  commission  in  the  In- 
dian service  would,  of  itself,  at  once  give  a  Scotchman  an 
English  domicil  That  would  not  be  the  eflect  of  a  com- 
mission in  the  English  army,  though  the  holder  of  it  were 
ordered  to  serve  in  England,  or  abroad.     The  passage  cited 


(a)  3  Ves.  198. 


(6)  6  Bro.  P.  C.  577. 
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firom  the  Digest,  therefore,  does  not  apply.  It  referred  to 
the  peculiar  effect  of  entering  the  Roman  army  upon 
those  who  obtained  enrolment  in  it;  but  the  sanction  of 
the  Jkut  India  Company  is  required  for  a  man's  residence 
in  that  country;  and  going  to  India  in  the  service  of  the 
company,  differs  from  going  there  in  the  service  of  the 
Crown,  in  its  effect  in  changing  a  man's  domicil.  This 
results  firom  the  species  of  contract,  which,  in  such  cases, 
is  entered  into  with  the  East  India  Company;  and  there- 
fore it  does  not  matter  that  a  man,  entering  into  this  con- 
tract, should  have  property  in  his  own  country.  His  do- 
micil is  nevertheless  changed.  In  Marsh  v.  Hutckin- 
son  (a),  Lord  Eldon  said,  that  Lord  Thurlow,  in  Bruce  v. 
Bruce  Q}) 9  adopted  the  distinction  with  respect  to  a  Scotch- 
fnan^  "  that,  if  he  had  gone  out  in  a  king's  regiment  and 
died  in  the  king's  service,  his  domicil  would  not  have  been 
changed;  but  that,  having  died  in  the  service  of  the  com- 
pany, it  was  changed."  In  Bruce  v.  Brace  (6),  Lord  Mon- 
boddo  "  finds  that,  as  Major  Bruce  was  in  the  service  of 
the  East  India  Company,  and  not  in  a  regiment  in  the 
British  establishment,  which  might  have  been  in  India  only 
occasionally;  and  as  he  was  not  upon  his  way  to  Scotland, 
nor  had  declared  any  fixed  and  settled  intention  to  return 
thither  at  any  particular  time,  India  must  be  considered 
as  the  place  of  his  domicil"  And  that  decision  was  affirmed 
by  the  House  of  Lords.  Munroe  v.  Douglas  (c),  Craigie  v. 
Lewin  (d).  Therefore,  General  Forbes  changed  his  domi- 
cil from  Scotch  to  Indian,  and  therefore  to  English,  because 
the  East  Indies  are  in  the  province  of  Canterbury:  Munroe 
V.  Douglas  (e).  He  never  lost  the  domicil  so  acquired,  be- 
cause, after  his  return  in  1822,  he  remained  in  the  service, 
and  received  the  pay  of  the  company  until  his  death: 
Munroe  v.  Douglas (c),  Bempde  v.  Johnstone  (f).  After  his 
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(a)  2  B.  &  P.  226. 
(6)  2  B.  &  P.  229,  n. 
(c)  6  Madd.  379. 


{d)  3  Curt.  435. 
(e;)  6  Madd.  406. 
(/■)3  Ves.  198. 
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return  he  did  not  do  any  act  or  manifest  any  intention  to 
regain  a  Scotch  domiciL  Prim&  facie  the  place  of  a  man's 
death  is  his  domicil,  for  the  purposes  of  testamentary  suc- 
cession: Ouier  y,  0* Daniel  {(i).  General  Forbes  lived  in 
England  after  his  return,  making  only  summer  excursions 
to  his  Highland  residence,  which  was  not  a  fit  house  for 
him  to  live  at  altogether.  In  England  he  buried  the  re- 
mains of  his  only  lawful  child ;  and  in  England  his  wife 
and  family  of  servants  constantly  resided.  Now  the  word 
domicilium  is  defined  in  the  Facciolati  Lexicon  to  mean 
"  sedes  domestica,  habitatio  certa  et  diutuma.''  The  deri- 
vation of  the  word  is  from  "  domus"  and  "  colo ;"  and  the 
only  word  which  we  have  that  expresses  its  meaning  is 
"liome/'  But  no  place  can  be  called  a  man's  home  where 
his  wife  is  not,  and  where  he  has  no  establishment  of  ser- 
vants, nor  the  usual  comforts  and  conveniences  which  be- 
long to  a  place  of  permanent  abode.  In  Pothier's  Intro- 
duction G^n^rale  aux  Coutumes,  c.  1,  s,  7,  cited  5  Madd. 
392,  he  says,  "  II  par6it  quelques  fois  incertain  oil  est  le 
domicile  d'une  personne ;  ce  qui  arrive,  lorsqu'elle  a  un 
manage  dans  deux  lieux  difierents,  q\X  elle  va  passer  alter- 
nativement  diff<6rentes  parties  de  Tannic  .  .  .  Lorsque 
cet  homme  n'a  aucune  b^n^fice  ni  charge  ou  emploi  qui 
Tattache  ^  Tun  de  ces  deux  lieux,  on  doit,  pour  fixer  son 
domicile  avoir  recours  'k  d'autres  circonstances  et  decider, 
1**  pour  le  lieu  oil  il  laisse  sa  femme  et  sa  famille  lorsqu'il 
va  dans  lautre;  2**  pour  celui  oil  il  fait  le  plus  long  s^- 
jour;  3**  pour  celui  oil  il  se  dit  demeurant  dans  les  actes; 
ou  pour  celui  oil  il  est  impost  aux  charges  publiques."  In 
a  passage  of  the  Code,  lib.  10,  tit.  39,  s.  7,  Dig.  lib.  50,  tit. 
1 6,  s.  203,  it  is  said,  "  Incolas  .  .  .  domicilium  facit.  Et 
in  eodem  loco  singulos  habere  domicilium  non  ambigitur, 
ubi  quis  larem,  rerumque  ac  fortunarum  suarum  summara 
constituit,  unde  rursus  non  sit  discessurus,  si  nihil  avocet: 


(o)  PhilJ.  115. 
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unde  cam  profectus  est,  peregrinari  videtur:  quod  si  re- 
diit^  peregrinari  jam  destitit"  These  definitions  exactly 
tally  with  the  nature  of  the  General's  residence  in  Shane- 
itreeL  Then,  the  purchase  of  a  house  and  estate  at  Dun- 
noUar  cannot  affect  the  question.  That  was  merely  an 
inyestment  of  money.  ''  If  a  man  places  liis  wife  and 
£unily  and  household  goods  (under  which  class  heir- 
looms, pictures,  and  muniments  might  reasonably  be 
included)  in  a  particular  place,  the  presumption  of  the 
abandonment  of  a  former  domicil  and  of  the  acquisition 
of  a  new  one  is  very  strong:"  Phill.  118,  citing  from 
Grotius,  ''  Accedit  altera  conjectura  ex  invectione  fami- 
lies et  bonorum,"  &c.  The  Ph(Bnix{a)\  Story's  Conflict 
of  Laws,  p.  50.  As  to  the  circumstance  of  paying  taxes 
in  Scotland,  which  has  been  relied  on  in  De  Bonneval  v. 
De  Bonneval  Q)),  it  was  doubted  whether  that  would  in 
any  way  constitute  a  domicil.  That,  being  a  duty  imposed 
upon  him  by  law,  cannot  be  any  indicium  of  an  intention 
to  fix  the  domiciL — They  relied  also  upon  the  other  cLr- 
comstances  which  are  detailed  in  the  judgment  (infra, 
p.  362). 


Sir  F.  Thesigei^  in  reply. — General  Forbes  did  not  change 
his  domicil  of  origin  by  entering  the  service  of  the  Ea^ 
India  Company.  In  Bruce  v.  Bruce  (c),  Munroe  v.  Doug- 
las (d),  and  Craigie  v.  Lewin  (e),  the  parties  did  not  possess 
property  in  their  own  country;  but  their  only  tie  was,  that 
it  was  the  place  of  their  birth.  But  if  General  Forbes  did 
abandon  his  original  domicil,  he  afterwards  re-acquLred 
it,  and  it  was  not  necessary  that  he  should  quit  the  Indian 
service  to  enable  him  to  do  so.  There  must  be  actual  ser- 
vice, as  well  as  intention  to  serve,  either  to  effect  such  a 
change,  or  the  continuation  of  a  domicil  so  changed.     A 


(a)  3  Bob.  189. 

(b)  1  Curt.  856;  Phm.130, 132. 
(c)2B.  &  P.  229;    7  Bro.  P. 


C.  656. 

(cO  5  Madd.  406. 
{€)  3  Curt.  435. 
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1854.  liability  to  serve  is  not  enough.  In  Craigie  v.  Lewin  (a), 
the  party  was  in  actual  service,  and  only  came  over  to 
this  country  on  furlough ;  but,  in  this  case,  General  Forbes, 
in  1822,  came  back  with  a  fixed  intention  of  remaining ; 
Argument  ^^^  there  was  nothing  in  the  nature  of  his  connexion  with 
the  Indian  army  from  that  time  to  prevent  his  obtaining 
a  new  domiciL  An  Anglo-Indian  domicil  is  not  in  all  re- 
spects similar  to  an  English  domicil;  for  instance,  legacies 
by  a  man  so  domiciled  are  not  liable  to  legacy  duty: 
Thomson  \,  The  Advocaie-OeneralQ));  and  therefore,  Grene- 
ral  Forbes  might  acquire  an  English  domicil  after  his  In- 
dian domicil,  supposing  him  to  have  at  one  time  acquired 
that;  but  the  domicil  of  origin  is  more  easily  revested 
than  a  new  one  acquired:  La  Virginie(c\  Munroe  v. 
Douglas  (d).  If  General  Forbes  had  proposed  to  return  to 
Scotland  animo  manendi,  and  died  in  itinere,  that  would 
have  been  enough  to  have  restored  him  to  his  original  do- 
micil. In  PhilL  Law  of  Dom.  146,  it  is  said,  *^  In  questions 
on  this  subject,  the  chief  point  to  be  considered  is  the 
animus  manendi/'  In  that  work,  eleven  criteria  of  domicil 
are  collected,  p.  100.  It  is  not  enough  to  take  two  or 
three  of  these,  and  say,  that  in  a  case  in  which  they  do 
not  exist  the  domicil  is  disproved.  The  question  must 
be,  whether  the  criteria  that  do  exist  are  not  sufficient  to 
fix  the  place  of  domiciL  For  example,  one  criterion  is  the 
residence  in  a  particular  place  of  the  wife  and  family  of 
the  person;  but  a  domicil,  established  from  other  facts,  is 
not  disproved  by  the  fact  that  the  wife  and  family  do  not 
reside  there.  It  might  be,  that  the  husband  and  wife  agreed 
to  live  apart,  or,  that  General  Forbes  did  not  wish  his  wife 
to  go  with  him  to  Scotland,  for  some  reason.  It  could  not 
be  any  recollection  of  the  son's  death  that  prevented  her 
going,  for  he  died  in  London;  it  might  be,  that  Mrs.  Forbes 


(a)  3  Ciirt.  436.  (c)  5  Eob.  Ad.  Rep.  99. 

(6)  10  C.  &  F.  1.  (d)  5  Madd.  405. 
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did  not  like  ScoUancL  Another  criterion  selected  is,  where 
the  rites  of  hospitality  were  performed  by  General  Forbes, 
and  that  he  had  an  establishment  in  England  which  he 
did  not  take  to  Scotland,    In  SomerviUe  v.  SoTuei^mUe  (a\ 
IjoidAlvanley  said,  that  it  did  not  affect  the  question,  that 
a  man  spent  more  money  at  one  place  than  another.   The 
character  of  the  house  and  premises  at  Auchemach  is  re- 
lied on.     [Vice-Chancelloe. — There  is  no  evidence  that 
the  wife  thought  it  an  unfit  abode.     I  need  not  trouble 
you  as  to  that.]     He  did  not  go  to  DunnoUar,  because  he 
had  no  attachment  to  that  as  his  patrimonial  inheritance. 
Certain  expressions  of  dislike  to  Auchemach  have  been 
relied  on;  but  these  were  anterior  to  the  making  of  the 
will,  by  which  he  desired  his  heirs  to  reside  at  Auchemach. 
[Vicb-Chancelloe. — They  were  words  said  in  anger,  and 
were  inconsistent  with  his  living  himself  half  the  year  at 
Auchema4)h,^    And  also  with  the  direction  in  his  will  to  his 
trustees  to  purchase  other  lands  as  near  to  Auchemach  as 
possible.    General  Forbes  did  not  deliberately  choose  to  re- 
side in  England;  he  was  obliged  by  ill  health:  Johnstone 
V.  BeaUie  (6).   The  place  of  a  man's  death  is  only  presumed 
to  be  his  domicil,  prima  facie,  until  something  is  shewn  to 
repel  that  presumption.     [Vice-Chancelloe — If  a  man 
have  two  places  of  abode,  may  not  the  election  to  make 
one  his  domicil  be  implied,  from  the  fact  of  his  living 
there,  because  it  did  not  suit  his  state  of  health  to  reside 
at  the  other?]  Here,  General  Forbes  ntyQi  abandoned  the 
intention  of  returning  to  Scotland  until  he  became  physi- 
cally incapable  of  doing  so.    All  his  public  duties  were  in 
Scotland,  where  he  was  a  commissioner  of  taxes  and  jus- 
tice of  the  peace.     He  kept  his  important  documents  at 
Auchemach,  had  an  establishment  there,  and  continually 
resorted  thither  until  prevented  by  ill  health;  and  it  was 
there  that  he  desired  to  be  buried. 


1854 


Argument. 


(a)  5  Ves.  789. 


(6)  10  C.  &  P.  42. 
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JudgmenL 
Feb.m. 


Vicb-Chancbllor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  question  to  be  first  detennined  in  this  cause  is  that 
of  the  domicil  of  the  late  General  Forbes  at  the  time  of  his 
decease,  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff  requiring  as  its  founda- 
tion that  the  succession  to  his  personal  estate  shall  be  re- 
gulated hj  the  law  of  Scotland^  or,  in  other  words,  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  Scottish  domiciL  Those  who  have  been 
called  upon  to  express  a  judicial  opinion  upon  questions 
of  domicil  have,  in  numerous  instances,  commenced  by 
acknowledging  the  assistance  they  have  derived  from  the 
research  and  arguments  of  counsel,  and  it  is  assuredly  my 
duty  to  make  the  same  acknowledgment  in  the  present 
instance.  I  may  also  adopt  the  words  of  Lord  Loughbo- 
roughy  in  Bempde  v.  Johnstone  (a)  j  "  that  if  I  do  not  go  into 
the  detail  of  the  argument,  it  is  not  firom  any  disrespect  to 
it,  but  that  all  questions  of  succession  are  in  their  nature 
questions  of  positive  law;"  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in 
this  case,  as  in  the  case  then  before  him,  the  way  to  a  con- 
clusion, if  not  absolutely  cleared,  has  been  sufficiently  in- 
dicated by  authority. 


No  attempt  has  been  made,  at  least  in  our  law,  to  define 
domiciL  Definition,  founded  on  etymology,  is  never  satis- 
factory, etymology  being  often  in  itself  unsettled.  That 
definition,  which  has  been  suggested  in  the  present  in- 
stance, "  domum  colo,"  is  scarcely  to  be  accepted;  and  it 
is  remarkable,  that,  in  an  early  Roman  writer,  the  word 
is  used  in  direct  opposition  to  its  present  legal  significa- 
tion ;  for  in  the  Miles  Gloriosus  of  Plautus  (6),  the  female 
slave  who  wishes  to  pass  for  a  stranger  at  Ephesvs,  says, 

"  Ostium  (e)  hoc  mihi 
"  DowxcUium  est.    Athenis  domus  ac  hems.** 


(a)  3  Ves.  200. 
(6)  Act  2,  Scene  5. 


(<?)  "  Hosticum,'*  in  some  Edi- 
tiona. 
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I  belieye  that  any  apparent  definition,  such  as  a  man's 
"  settled  habitation,"  or  the  like,  will  always  terminate  in 
the  ambiguity  of  the  word  "  settled,"  or  its  equivalents,  de- 
pending for  their  interpretation  on  the  intention  of  the 
party,  which  must  be  collected  from  various  indicia,  in- 
capable of  precise  definition. 

Certain  general  propositions  have,  however,  been  estab- 
lished or  recognised  by  decision ;  and,  as  is  observed  by 
Lord  Cottenham  in  Munro  v.  Munro  (a),  it  is  of  the  ut- 
most importance  not  to  depart  from  any  principles  which 
have  been  established  relative  to  such  questions,  particu- 
larly if  such  principles  be  adopted  not  only  by  the  law  of 
England,  but  generally  by  the  laws  of  other  coimtries. 

I  consider  the  following  propositions  to  be  thus  set- 
tled:— 

1.  That  a  man  cannot,  at  least  with  reference  to  the  law 
of  succession  to  personal  estate,  have  two  domicils  (this  is 
treated  as  settled  by  Lord  Alvatdey,  in  SomerviUe  v.  Somer- 
nOeQ,).) 

2.  That  every  person  born  in  wedlock  acquires  by  birth 
the  domicil  of  the  father;  and  thus,  except  in  the  case  of 
a  Nomadic  horde,  of  which,  perhaps,  the  gypsies  are  the 
only  instance  in  Europe,  "quorum  plaustra  vagos  rite 
trahunt  domos,"  every  one  must  have  a  domicil  of  origin; 
and  it  is  therefore  evidently  more  logical  to  commence 
an  investigation  of  the  question  of  a  man's  domicil  from 
a  certain  origin,  namely,  his  domicil  at  birth,  than  from 
an  accidental  circumstance,  such  as  his  place  of  residence 
at  his  death. 

3.  That  the  domicil  of  an  infant  cannot  be  changed  by 
his  own  act. 

4.  That  a  new  domicil  cannot  be  acquired  except  by 


1854. 


Judgment 


(a)  7  G.  &  F.  876. 


(6)  4  Ves.  749. 


VOL.  I. 
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1854.  intention  and  act»  ^'animo  et  facto;''  and,  I4)parentl7,  if 
a  man  be  in  itinere,  it  is  a  sufficient  act  for  this  pur- 
pose.— (See  Sir  John  Letuh's  judgment  in  Munroe  v. 

^"^"^  5.  As  a  corollary,  perhaps,  to  the  last  proposition,  the 
strongest  intention  of  abandoning  a  domicil  and  actual 
abandonment  of  residence,  will  not  displace  the  domicil 
unless  another  be  acquired. 

In  SomertfiUe  y.  SomemUe  (b),  Munroe  y.  Douglas  (c), 
and  Munro  y.  Munro  (d),  and  the  cases  there  cited,'  I 
think  abundant  authority  may  be  foimd  for  the  aboye 
propositions.  There  are  two  questions,  however,  of  great 
importance  in  this  case,  which  are  not  determined  by  the 
above  propositions,  namely: — 

1.  What  is  the  effect  upon  domicil  of  an  engagement  to 
serve  and  actual  service  in  India^  under  a  conmiission  in 
the  India/n  army? 

2.  What  must  be  the  conclusion  as  to  domicil  in  a  case 
where  the  party  has  held  and  occupied  two  residences, 
situate  in  different  countries? 

I  shall  consider  the  authorities  upon  these  two  points 
after  I  have  stated  the  facts  to  which  the  law  has  in  this 
case  to  be  applied.  The  life  of  the  testator  may  be  con- 
veniently divided  into  three  periods  for  this  purpose.  The 
first,  ending  on  his  return  from  India  in  1808;  the  se- 
cond, on  his  return  from  his  second  residence  in  India  in 
1822;  and  the  third,  the  period  from  1822  to  his  deatb. 

The  testator,  Greneral  Forbes,  was  bom  in  ScoUandy  of 
Scottish  parents.  His  father  was  not  only  domiciled  there, 
but  was  the  owner  of  an  estate  called  Auchemach^  which 

(a)  6  Madd.  379.  (6)  6  Ves.  749.   (c)  5  Mfwid.  379.  (flQ  7  C.  &  F.  876. 
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had  descended  to  him  from  his  ancestors,  on  which,  how-        1354. 
eyer,  there  was  then  no  residence. 


The  testator,  in  1 786  or  1 787  (the  date  is  in  dispute), 
being  yet  under  age,  and  having  a  commission  in  the  Judgment 
King's  army  of  lieutenant,  and  apparently  also  a  dormant 
appointment  as  cadet  in  the  Indian  army,  married  the 
Plaintiff,  his  cousin,  also  a  Scottish  lady;  and  such  mar- 
riage was  had  in  Scotland,  and  a  ScottUh  settlem^it  was 
made  on  or  after  the  marriage. 

He  soon  afterwards  went  out  to  India,  under  his  ap- 
pointment in  the  Indian  army,  leaving  his  father  and  his 
wife  in  Scotland,  and  being  still  under  age. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  his  domicil  of 
oxi^  was  Scottish,  and  that  such  domicil  continued  until 
\it  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one. 

Tliis  he  did  before  1794,  when  his  father  died,  and  the 
paternal  or  rather  ancestral  property  of  Auchemach  de- 
scended upon  him. 

His  wife,  in  1787,  was  near  her  confinement,  and  in 
that  year  had  a  son,  named  Charles.  In  1796  she  also 
went  out  to  India,  to  join  her  husband  there. 

There  was  at  this  time  no  residence  at  Auchemach,  nor 
any  other  residence  belonging  to  the  testator  in  Scotland; 
but  the  testator  took  great  interest  in  the  estate,  and  kept 
up  a  correspondence  on  the  subject  with  persons  in  Scot- 
land. He  and  his  wife  remained  in  India  till  1807,  when 
they  left  India,  the  testator  being  on  furlough,  and  arrived 
in  England  in  1808. 

The  question  here  arises,  whether,  before  1807,  the 
Scotch  domicil  of  the  testator  ceased  by  the  acquisition  of 
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laM.        ^^  Indian  or  Anglo-Indian  domicil:  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  did. 

I  think  that  this  point  is  concluded  by  the  case  of 
Judgment     Bruce  V.  Bruce  (o),  which  has  been  followed  hj  several 
subsequent  cases,  such  as  Mwnroe  v.  Douglas  (6)   and 
Oraigie  v.  Lewin  (c). 

I  apprehend  that  the  question  does  not  turn  upon  the 
simple  fact  of  the  party  being  under  an  obligation  by  his 
commission  to  serve  in  India;  but  when  an  officer  accepts 
a  commission  or  employment,  the  duties  of  which  neces- 
sarily require  residence  in  India,  and  there  is  no  stipulated 
period  of  service,  and  he  proceeds  to  India  accordingly, 
the  law,  from  such  circumstances,  presumes  an  intention 
consistent  with  his  duty,  and  holds  his  residence  to  be 
animo  et  facto  in  India, 

I  do  not  think  that  his  being  a  lieutenant  on  half-pay 
in  a  disbanded  king's  regiment  affects  the  question.  Some 
reliance  was  placed  by  Sir  F.  Tliesiger  on  the  apparent 
exception  in  the  civil  law,  of  the  case  where  a  soldier  has 
property  elsewhere;  and  on  Lord  Thurlow'a  observation 
in  Bruce  v.  Bruce  (a),  that  Brtjxe  had  no  property  in  Scot- 
land But  the  mere  possession  of  real  estate,  without  any 
residence,  was  held  by  Lord  StoweU,  in  the  Dree  Oasbrae- 
ders  (d)y  to  be  insufficient  to  fix  the  domicil  or  national 
character  of  the  person  not  resident  upon  it;  and  I  think 
it  concluded  by  authority,  in  which  conclusion  my  reason 
entirely  acquiesces,  that  a  service  in  India,  under  a  com- 
mission in  the  Indian  army,  of  a  person  having  no  other 
residence  creates  an  Indian  domicil. 


(a)  Note  to  Marsfi  v.  Hutchin- 
son, 2  B.  &  P.  229. 
(6)  6  Ma(l<i.  379. 


(c)  3  Curt.  435. 
id)  4  Rob.  235. 
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The  question  remains,  whether  this  acquired  domicil  i854. 
was  subsequently  changed^  and  a  new  domicil  acquired; 
and  if  so,  whether  such  new  domicil  was  in  England  or 
ScaUand;  for  I  agree  with  Sir  F.  Thesiger  that  there  may 
be  a  difference  between  an  Anglo-Indian  and  an  English 
domicil. 

The  facts,  subsequent  to  1808,  are  these: — The  General 
remained  on  furlough  in  Oreat  Britain  from  1808  to  1812. 
Boxing  this  time  he  built  a  mansion  (for  so  he  styles  it  in 
legal  documents)  on  the  Auchemach  estate.  He  took  great 
interest  in  its  progress,  and,  though  he  had  lodgings  near 
London,  went  down  frequently  to  superintend  the  build- 
ings residing  at  a  farm-house  near  the  spot;  and  on  two 
occasions,  namely,  1809  and  1811,  the  Plaintiff,  in  her 
BBfliwer  to  the  cross  bill,  which  has  been  read  in  evidence, 
eajB  that  she  went  and  resided  with  him  at  some  neigh- 
bouring place.  In  a  letter  written  in  February,  1812,  to 
his  &ther-in-law,  on  which  much  observation  has  been 
made  in  another  part  of  the  case,  the  testator  speaks  of 
arrangements  during  his  absence,  and  refers  to  the  hope 
of  returning  permanently  to  Scotland,  and  of  seeing  his 
fiUher-in-law  at  Auchemach. 

In  1812,  the  testator  and  his  wife  (the  Plaintiff)  re- 
turned to /Tidta,  and  the  testator  remained  there  till  1822, 
his  wife  having  returned  in  1818  The  Plaintiff,  in  her 
answer  to  the  cross  bill,  says,  that  on  two  several  occa- 
sions, between  1818  and  1822,  she  went  to  the  new  man- 
sion, and  resided  there  with  her  son  Charles,  who  appears 
to  have  been  more  frequently  there  from  1816.  The  Gene- 
ral, during  the  whole  period  of  his  absence,  wrote  frequent 
letters  to  those  who  managed  the  property,  and  took  great 
interest  in  the  house  and  grounds. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  testator's  domicil  remained 
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unchanged  during  all  the  period  up  to  his  leaving  Ifkdia 
in  1822.  The  furlough,  or  limited  leave  of  absence,  im- 
plied that  it  was  his  duty  to  return,  and  he  appears  al- 
ways to  have  intended  to  return  to  India;  and,  therefore, 
whatever  intention  might  be  indicated  by  his  building  his 
house,  of  ultimately  residing  in  Scotland^  there  was  no  in- 
tention up  to  1822,  and  much  less  any  act  by  which  the 
Anglo-Indian  domicil  was  abandoned. 


But  I  now  come  to  by  far  the  most  important  part  of 
the  case,  the  only  part  in  fact  which  occasions  any  diffi- 
culty; for  up  to  this  time  the  testator  has  had  but  one  re- 
sidence, and  the  really  difficult  questions  of  domicil  have 
usually  arisen  only  in  those  cases  where  the  party  has  had 
two  residences;  for  since  the  law  recognises  one  domicil 
only  in  respect  of  succession  to  personal  estate,  the  point 
to  be  determined  is,  which  of  the  two  residences  formed 
the  domicil. 

The  facts  of  the  case  can,  I  think,  be  briefly  stated. 


The  testator,  having  acquired  the  rank  of  General,  and 
being  colonel  of  a  regiment,  landed  in  England  about 
November,  1822.  He  at  first  took  a  furnished  house 
in  Sha/ne-streety  by  the  week,  as  appears  by  several  re- 
ceipts, and  he  occupied  this  house  until  July,  1823.  He 
also  hired  servants,  and  bills  are  put  in  evidence  of  this 
date  for  ''the  liveries  of  a  coachman  and  footman.'"  He 
went  down  in  June,  1823,  accompanied  by  the  Plaintiff, 
to  Auokemaohy  where  his  son  Charles  had  been  living  since 
1816,  and  where,  as  I  before  observed,  the  Plaintiff  had 
been  with  her  son  twice  during  the  General's  absence. 
How  long  they  remained  there  does  not  distinctly  appear; 
but,  after  going  there,  and  in  the  same  year  1823,  he  took 
a  lease  of  another  house.  No.  121,  in  Shane-street,  in  which 
house  he  resided  every  winter  till  the  year  184],  and  in 
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which  he  continued  to  reside  throughout  the  year  from 
1841  tiU  his  death  in  1851,  under  the  circumstances  to 
which  I  shall  presently  refer.  He  renewed  the  lease  of 
the  house  in  Hay,  1850. 

From  the  time  of  his  first  going  to  Aucherruich,  in  1823, 
down  to  1841,  he  appears  to  have  gone  every  year  to  Auch- 
emach  firom  about  May  to  November,  dividing  the  year 
nearly  equally  between  the  two  places. 

I  may  observe,  that  it  is  clear  that  his  Anglo-Indian 
domicil  was  now  abandoned,  and  that  the  testator  must 
be  taken  to  have  become  domiciled  either  at  Auchemach 
or  in  Sloane-streety  for  he  had  no  intention  whatever  of  re- 
turning to  India;  and  I  regard,  as  immaterial  in  the  ques- 
tion of  domicil,  the  remote  possibility  of  his  being  called 
upon  as  colonel  of  a  regiment  to  return  at  some  indefinite 
period  to  active  service  in  India,  The  case  is  thus  brought 
to  that  of  a  double  residence:  and  the  first  inquiry  is, 
which  of  these  was,  ab  initio,  his  chosen  domicil;  and  if 
it  were  the  residence  in  Sloane-streety  the  further  inquiry 
becomes  unnecessary;  if  it  were  Auchemach,  it  would  have 
to  be  considered  whether  he  afterwards  abandoned  it  for 
SUoane-street 
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Kow,  if  the  testator  had  died  in  or  soon  after  June, 
1823,  when  he  went  down  with  the  Plaintiff  to  Aucher- 
nach,  and  before  he  had  taken  the  lease  of  the  house  in 
Sloane-streety  then,  in  the  absence  of  any  testimony  as  to 
his  intention  of  acquiring  a  permanent  residence  in  Lon- 
don,  and  an  establishment  there,  the  necessary  conclusion 
would,  I  think,  have  been  that  he  became  domiciled  in 
Scotland.  But  this  conclusion  would  arise  merely  from 
the  absence  of  any  such  evidence  of  an  opposite  tendency 
as  his  subsequent  acts  afford;  and  there  is  nothing  illogical 
in  accepting  subsequent  acts  as  evidence  of  the  original 
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intention;  for,  eyen  in  criminal  matters,  the  felonious  in- 
tention of  an  apparently  lawful  acquisition  of  property  is 
confirmed  firom  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  accused. 
Looking  to  these  facts,  that  the  General  had,  before  June, 
1823,  an  establishment  of  servants  in  London;  and  that  he 
never  attempted,  and  can  never  be  supposed  to  have  in- 
tended, to  pass  the  winter  at  A  uchemach,  I  think  I  am 
bound  to  regard  his  intention  of  taking  the  house  in  Lon- 
don to  have  been  formed  before  he  left  London  for  Scot- 
landy  though  apparently  carried  into  effect  on  or  soon  afler 
his  return. 


Again,  then,  I  have  to  ask,  which  of  these  residences 
was  his  chosen  domicil,  ab  initio? 


In  support  of  his  choice  of  a  Scottish  domicil,  the  Plain- 
tifif  allies — 

1.  That  it  was  his  domicil  of  origin. 

2.  That,  independently  of  his  residing  at  AnchemcuJiy 
his  course  of  conduct,  as  proved  in  evidence,  shews  his  at- 
tachment to  Scotland  as  his  country,  and  to  Audiemdch 
as  his  ancestral  property;  and  the  following  facts  are  esta- 
blished in  evidence : — that  he  gave  directions  as  to  the 
management  of  the  Scotch  property  even  when  in  India, 
from  the  time  of  his  father's  death,  in  1794;  that,  on  his 
return  from  India,  in  1808,  he  superintended  the  building 
of  the  mansion;  that,  on  leaving  for  India,  in  1812,  he 
wrote  to  his  father-in-law  expressing  his  hope  of  returning 
and  seeing  him  SitAiuJiernach;  that  he  continued  to  keep 
up  a  constant  correspondence  about  the  property  and  its 
management;  that  his  son  resided  there  occasionally  dur- 
ing his  absence,  and  his  wife  spent  some  time  there  with 
her  son  on  her  return,  in  1818;  that  he  went  down  there 
with  her  in  July  1823,  before  he  had  a  fixed  abode  in 
Loiulon;  that,  in  1827,  he  registered  the  settlement  of 
1787;  and  afterwards  strictly  entailed  the  Auchernax)h  es- 
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tate  upon  his  illegimate  issue  (his  son  Charles  having  died        ig^ 

in  1825),  and,  by  his  will,  required  the  heirs  in  tail  to 

reside,  during  a  part  of  the  year,  in  the  mansion  he  had 

built;  that  he,  in  1835,  laid  out  80,0002.  in  the  purchase 

of  an  estate  in  Scotland  called  DunnoUar;  and  that  he  de-     ^^tdgmetu. 

sired,  by  his  will,  to  be  buried  in  a  mausoleum  at  AtLcher- 

nach. 

3.  That  he  resided  half  the  year  at  Auchemach;  and 
that  the  residence  was  kept  furnished,  and  that  he  had  an 
establishment  there,  consisting  of  a  reeve  or  baUiff,  cook, 
gardener,  and  coachman;  and  that  he  continually  super- 
iQtended  all  the  details  of  the  property  by  letter. 

4.  That  he  took  upon  himself  the  public  duties  of  a 
oommissioner  of  taxes  and  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
exercised  his  rights  as  a  heritor  with  reference  to  a  pew 
in  the  church,  and  the  appointment  of  a  schoolmaster. 

6.  That  he  had  a  safe  constructed  there,  in  which  he 
kept  his  pedigree,  his  commissions,  and  other  documents, 
wad,  in  particular,  his  will,  and  the  codicils  thereto  (ex- 
cegiy  I  believe,  the  last). 

6.  That,  in  his  deeds  and  will,  he  describes  himself  as 
oi  AtLchernach 

7.  That,  in  oral  declarations,  he  treated  Auchernach  as 
his  home;  and  Ch(dviei'8y  a  witness  for  the  Plaintiff,  and 
also  the  Defendant  Gordon  Forbes,  called  by  the  Defend- 
ants, both  speak  to  this. 

8.  That,  if  Scotland  be  thus  established  as'his  domicil, 
then  he  never  abandoned  the  intention  of  returning  thither; 
but,  that  it  appears  from  the  evidence  of  his  medical  man, 
that,  in  1841,  he  was  advised,  on  account  of  his  health, 
not  to  go  there,  because  of  the  distance  from  medical 
advice;  and  that,  down  to  1844,  he  frequently  expressed 
his  intention  of  going  down ;  and,  in  a  letter  of  that  year, 
he  desires  that  the  property  may  not  be  let,  as  he  has  not 
made  up  his  mind  whether  he  shall  go  down ;  and  that  his 
house  was  kept  in  a  state  fit  for  his  reception  down  to  1850, 
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laM.        »  proved  bf  Xr  Clirfe;  md.  in  &et.  dhos  iacreasing  in- 
w^^     finnity  alone  prevented  his  renrazn^  thiciiK 

—  On  the  other  hftod.  die  Defendants,  in  nppcrt  of  the 

■^  dfcoice  of  jljtfJig  rfygg^  as  a  domiciL  allege — 

1.  That  General  F»yriei  had.  in  /.idiii.  aeqixized  an  En^ 
lisk  domiinL  and  most  be  shevn  to  hAve  abandoned  iL  I 
h^rtr  howerer,  deah  with  this  so^^esdon.  by  obfierring  that 
9nAnglo-Imdiami3JkO€mtiSmjlukA3tDi':il:  andhis^ii^fo- 
Imdiatk  domicQ  vas  deartr  abandoned,  in  IS^  in  fiiTonr 
either  cfSeoUatid  or  of  EttffiameL 

S.  That  the  residence  in  Sec&md  mnst  be  regarded  as 
nothing  more  than  a  place  for  the  summer  excuisions  of 
the  General:  and  that  it  was  not  a  mansion  fit  Slnt  a penon 
of  his  fortune,  hot  an  inciMisideraUe  dwdlinr-honse ;  in 
support  of  which  yiew,  eridence  has  been  pTen  that  the 
mason  contracted  to  boild  it  for  4oOt :  and  the  Goieral 
litfiKAlf  in  a  letter,  stated  SOL  a  jear  to  be  too  high  a 
rental  for  it,  and  suggested  its  fiill  Talne  to  be  201  a 
year. 

3.  That  he  neyer  took  the  Plaintiff,  his  wife^  to  reside 
there;  but  that  she  always  resided  in  Sloane  ^red^  or  made 
summer  excursions  elsewhere. 

4  That  he  kept  afuU  establishment  of  serrants  in  Sloane- 
street,  but  had  no  serrants,  except  the  cook  and  gardener, 
at  Anchemachy  and  he  used  to  hire  occasional  female  ser- 
vants by  the  month  when  he  went  down,  applying  for  that 
purpose  to  the  hotel-keeper  at  Aberdeen. 

5.  That  he  repeatedly  expressed  a  strong  dislike  to 
Auchemachy  and  used  to  say  to  the  hotel-keeper,  when  re- 
turning thence,  that  he  was  going  home. 

6.  That  he  entertained  his  friends  in  London  according 
to  his  rank  in  society,  and  belonged  to  seyeral  clubs  there. 

7.  That  he  took  a  long  lease  of  the  house  in  Sloane* 
street^  and  renewed  it,  and  attended  a  meeting  of  rate- 
payers at  ChdsecL 
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&  That  a  duplicate  of  his  will,  and  all  the  codicils  there-       ism. 
to,  were  in  Sloane-streeU 

9.  That,  in  a  document  relating  to  an  action  of  declara- 
tor in  Scotland,  he  describes  himself  as  "  o{  Auchemcuih, 
residing  in  London"  and  in  his  codicils  to  his  will  as  "  now       "'V'"** 
residing  in  Sloane-streeL" 

10.  That,  even  if  Auchemach  were  first  selected  as  his 
abode,  yet,  by  residing  ten  years  previously  to  his  death  in 
SXoane-gtreet,  and  dying  there,  he  must  be  taken  to  have 
ultimately  adopted  Shane-street  as  his  domiclL 

Now,  setting  aside,  for  a  moment,  the  question  of  the 
testator's  ultimate  continuous  residence  in  Sloane-streety 
which  would  be  more  properly  considered  in  the  question 
ol^  whether  he  had  first  acquired  and  then  abandoned  a 
Sookh  domicil,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that,  if  the 
testator  had  not  been  a  married  man,  the  evidence  prepon- 
delates  in  favour  of  his  having  acquired,  in  1823,  a  Scottish 
domiciL  I  think  that  the  house  was  a  sufficient  mansion 
in  his  own  judgment,  and  it  is  his  judgment  that  can  alone 
decide  his  choice,  for  the  residence  of  himself  and  those 
who  came  after  him.  The  charge  of  45021  for  its  erection 
seems  to  have  been  for  the  work  and  labour  of  the  mason, 
and  not  for  materials;  his  estimate  of  its  annual  value  was 
made  when  he  was  attempting  to  evade  the  income  tax; 
and  he  describes  it  as  a  mansion  in  the  instrument  in 
which  he  imposes  residence  on  the  owner  of  the  property. 
Looking,  therefore,  to  his  domicil  of  origin,  his  residing 
there  half  the  year,  and  his  being  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
and  his  keeping  his  pedigree  and  other  documents  there, 
and  his  general  attachment  to  Scotland,  I  do  not  think 
that  the  difference  of  the  two  establishments  (had  he,  1  say, 
been  a  single  man)  would  have  countervailed  these  indi- 
cia of  preference.  I  do  not  set  much  value  on  his  oral 
declarations  to  Chalmers  or  Gordon  Forbes  on  the  one 
hand,  or  to  the  inn-keeper  at  Aberdeen  on  the  other;  nor 
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on  his  description  of  himself  in  deeds,  which  seem,  except 
in  some  French  cases,  to  have  been  regarded  as  of  little 
weight,  where  a  person  has  two  residences.  In  the  action 
of  declarator  he  naturally  describes  himself  as  "  oiAucher- 
nach,  and  residing  in  London/'  because  it  was  an  action 
as  to  the  property  in  Scotland;  and  he  adds  "  residing  in 
London"  it  being  incidental  to  the  act  he  was  doing,  to 
shew  that  he  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  His  expressions 
of  disgust  at  Auchemach  appear  to  have  il^een  ebullitions 
of  temper,  and  but  of  little  moment.  But  the  main  feature 
in  this  case,  and  that  which  I  think  must  determine  it  in 
favour  of  the  original  selection  of  his  domicil  in  Shane- 
street,  is,  that  the  testator  was  a  married  man ;  and  that 
not  only  his  chief  establishment  of  servants,  but  his  wife, 
constantly  resided  there^  and  not  in  Scotland,  and,  in  fact, 
his  wife's  residence  appears  to  have  determined  that  of  the 
household.  I  know  of  no  instance  in  which  a  married 
man,  having  two  houses,  in  both  of  which  he  has  been  in 
the  habit  of  residing,  has  been  held  not  to  be  domiciled  in 
that  in  which  his  wife  and  principal  establishment  of  ser- 
vants always  remained  when  he  was  at  the  other.  I  say 
always  remained,  for  I  think  it  clear  on  the  evidence,  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  never  herself  settled  at  Au(^emach,  and 
no  establishment  was  formed  there  suitable  for  her  resi- 
dence. She  went  thither  with  the  testator  in  July,  1823, 
for  how  long  does  not  appear;  and  she  went  again  in 
1830,  but  at  no  other  time;  and  when  she  went  she  took 
her  own  maid  with  her;  and  from  1 823  to  1851,  with  these 
exceptions,  she,  and  the  testator's  principal  establishment 
of  servants,  remained  always  in  Shane-street. 


If,  in  applying  to  our  own  times,  the  definition  of  the 
Code  "  ubi  quis  larem  ac  fortunarum  suarum  summam  con- 
stituit,"  an  equivalent  be  sought  to  "larem,"  the  wife 
would,  I  think,  without  impropriety,  be  regarded  as  the 
tutelary  genius  of  our  homes. 
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The  expression,  is6^ 


VOKBBB, 
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"  Linqnenda  tellus,  et  domufl,  et  plaeena  Forbbs 

Uxor.**  V, 

shew  how  close  was  the  association  of  wife  and  home  in 
the  mind  even  of  a  heathen  poet  (a). 

Lord  Brougham  has  taken  this  view  in  that  part  of  his 
speech  on  moving  the  judgment  in  Sir  George  Warren- 
der'8  case  (6),  where  he  says — "  A  connection  formed  for 
cohabitation,  for  mutual  comfort,  protection,  and  endear- 
ment, appears  to  be  a  contract  having  a  most  peculiar  re- 
ference to  the  contemplated  residence  of  the  wedded  pair; 
the  home  where  they  are  to  fulfil  their  mutual  promises, 
and  perform  those  duties  which  were  the  objects  of  the 
union ;  in  a  word,  their  domicil,  the  place  so  beautifully 
described  by  the  civilian,  "  Domicilii  quoque  intuitu  con- 
iraniri  quisque  potest  in  eo  scilicet  loco  in  quo  larem  re- 
Tumqne  ac  fortimarum  suarum  summam  constituit;  undo 
ranm  non  sit  discessurus  si  nihil  avocet,  undeque  cum 
profectus  est  peregrinari  videtur." 

Poihier,  in  the  passage  of  the  Coutumes  d'Orleans,  cited 
in  Mtmroe  v.  Douglas  (c),  lays  this  down  as  the  first 
of  the  distinctions  in  favour  of  one  of  two  residences  as 
to  domicil;  and  says,  that  one  should  decide  "pour  le 
lieu  oil  il  laisse  sa  femme  et  sa  fandlle  lorsqu'il  va  dans 
I'autre." 

Orotius,  in  speaking  of  the  criteria  of  domicil,  says, 
"  Accedit  altera  conjectura  ex  invectione  familiae  et  bono- 
rum"  (d);  and  Lord  StoweU,  in  the  case  of  The  Phosnix  (e), 
says,  "  He  is  not  a  married  man  holding  any  connexion 
■with  that  place  by  the  residence  of  his  wife  and  family." 

(a)  Hor.  Lib.  2,  Carm.  14.  (d)  Phill.  118,  n. 

(b)  2  C.  &  F.  337.  (e)  3  Rob.  189. 

(c)  5  Madd.  393. 
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Story,  in  his  "  Conflict  of  Laws/'  says,  "  If  a  married  man 
has  his  family  fiz/ed  in  one  place  and  does  his  business  in 
another,  the  former  is  considered  the  place  of  his  abode/' 
though,  as  Dr.  PhiUimore  observes,  he  does  not  cite  any 
decided  case  to  that  effect. 

The  effect  of  the  residence  of  the  wife  being,  after  all, 
but  evidence  of  intention,  may  be  rebutted  by  stronger 
evidence  of  a  contrary  character.  If,  as  in  Sir  Oeorge 
Warrender's  case,  the  husband  were  living  apart  from  the 
wife ;  if,  perhaps,  some  particular  state  of  health  required 
the  wife  to  reside  in  a  warm  climate  not  agreeable  to  her 
husband,  or  the  like,  so  that  he  was  obliged  to  visit  his 
wife  away  from  home,  he  might  still  be  domiciled  at  a  re- 
sidence of  his  own  apart  from  her.  But  no  such  facts 
exist  here.  It  is  true,  that  the  General  had  unhappily 
formed  an  adulterous  connexion,  but  not  with  a  party 
living  in  ScoUand;  and  the  Plaintiff  hints,  rather  than 
states^  that  after  1830  the  residence  at  Aiicherndch  be- 
came distasteful  to  her,  owing,  it  is  alleged,  to  some 
connexion  of  the  illegitimate  children  with  that  place. 
It  is  also  said,  not  by  her  but  in  the  argument,  that  her 
son,  who  died  in  1825,  had  resided  there,  and  that  his  me- 
mory was  associated  with  the  place.  But  I  am  now  con- 
sidering the  first  choice  of  abode;  and  I  do  not  find  that 
the  General  ever  contemplated  his  wife's  residence  at  Ay>chr 
emach;  but  that  he  did  contemplate  her  residence  inSloane- 
street,  and  that  the  establishment  of  servants  suitable  for  a 
joint  residenceof  husband  and  wife  in  the  condition  of  life  in 
which  I  find  these  parties  was  in  London  and  not  atAuch- 
emach.  The  wife  clearly,  I  think,  on  the  evidence,  was 
a  traveller  and  visitor  only  whenever  she  went  to  Auch- 
emack,  and  was  at  home  only  in  Sloane-streeL  It  appears 
to  me  that  her  husband,  in  so  deciding  on  her  residence, 
did,  in  fact,  also  decide  that  there  was  to  be  his  own 
home,  and  that  he  therefore  never  re-acquired  a  domicil  in 
Scotland,   • 
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As  there  was  no  necessity  originally  for  the  Plaintiff  1854, 
absenting  herself  from  Auchemach,  neither  was  there  any 
necessity  for  the  testator  fixing  his  residence  in  LoncUmf 
it  must  have  been  his  free  choice  in  every  respect;  he 
could  have  resided  in  parts  of  Scotland  during  the  winter,  J^gmnt. 
or  ke  could  have  firom  time  to  time  visited  the  South,  with- 
out  taking  a  permanent  residence  and  fixing  his  establish- 
ment there.  It  may  also  be  observed,  that,  if  a  party  select 
two  residences,  in  one  of  which  he  can  reside  all  the  year, 
whilst,  in  the  other,  his  health  will  not  permit  him  to  do 
so;  and  he  must  from  the  first  be  aware,  that,  should  his 
health  &il  him,  his  days  must  be  passed  where  alone  he 
can  constantly  reside ;  there  is  an  additional  reason  for  con- 
duding  that  he  regards  such  place  from  the  first  as  that 
which  must  be  his  home,  a  conclusion  greatly  fortified  by 
his  chief  establishment  being  from  the  first  fixed  there. 

It  iinot  necessary  for  me  therefore  to  consider,  whether 
or  Bot^  if  the  Scottish  domicil  had  been  re-acquired,  it 
would  be  lost,  and  an  English  one  substituted  for  it,  by  the 
last  ten  years  of  the  testator's  life  being  passed  in  SootUmd. 
Munro  v.  Munro  (a)  affords  strong  groimd  for  saying  that 
this  would  be  a  question  of  difiiculty.  I  think,  from  the 
evidence,  it  is  clear  that  the  testator  wished  to  make  his 
usual  journeys  to  ScoUand,  if  he  were  equal  to  them.  Whe- 
ther, when  he  resigned  himself  to  the  impossibility  of  so 
doing,  such  resignation  must  be  taken  to  have  been  equi- 
valent to  a  purpose  of  changing  his  domicil,  is,  I  think, 
a  point  of  considerable  nicety.  There  are  no  indications, 
however,  in  evidence,  of  a  wish  or  intention  to  return  after 
1844.  If  I  had  been  compelled  to  come  to  a  conclusion, 
I  should  probably  have  held  that  he  had  abandoned  his 
Scottish  domicil,  and  by  choice  resigned  himself  to  an 
English  home. 

(a)  7  C.  &  F.  876. 
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18M.  The  case  of  the  Plaintiff  has,  therefore,  failed;  but  I  do 

not  think  such  failure  ought  to  be  visited  with  costs.  The 
question  of  domicil  was  one,  that,  looking  to  all  the  acts  of 
the  testator,  might  be  fairly  raised,  though  I  do  not  wish 
JudgmenL  ^  intimate  any  doubt  in  my  own  mind  in  respect  of  the 
conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived.  The  questions  which 
remained  behind,  had  this  been  decided  in  the  Plaintiff's 
favour,  especially  respecting  the  time  of  her  marriage, 
were  raised  in  a  great  measure  by  declarations  and  conduct 
of  the  testator  himself.  The  disposition  of  his  property 
has  been  that  which  was  necessarily  most  painful  to  a 
wife;  and  the  mode  in  which  he  attempted  to  screen  him- 
self against  any  interference  with  that  disposition,  by  set- 
ting up  a  settlement  that  he  at  one  time  at  least  intended 
to  abrogate,  and  had,  with  more  generosity  and  justice 
than  he  has  since  shewn,  declared  to  be  trifling,  would 
Sufficiently  dispose  the  Court  not  to  visit  with  costs  an 
unsuccessful  attempt  on  her  part  to  obtain  the  proportion 
of  her  husband's  property,  recognised  by  the  law  of  Scot- 
land as  her  due,  and  not  perhaps  even  to  English  notions 
extravagant,  after  more  than  sixty  years  of  union. 

The  bill  must  therefore  be  dismissed  without  costs. 


M 
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LOWE  V.  THOMAa  Ftb.  14M& 

IM. 

ISS  ANN  THOMAS  made  her  will  in  the  words  and   wm—Om- 

figures  following: — "  I,  Ann  HiomaSy  do  give  and  bequeath  Af!^'^^oek 

to  my  brother  John  Thomas,  the  whole  of  my  money  for  'XIJLT"^'' 

his  life;  at  his  death  to  be  divided  between  my  two  nieces,         

Bebecca  and  Mary  Lowe;  my  clothes  to  be  divided  like-  ney^in  a  will 

wise  between  them;  my  watch  and  trinkets  for  my  niece  ]JjJJk^j*n ST 

Mary  Lowe.    I  likewise  declare  that  the  longest  survivor  ^""^  «n^«" 

-    1  ,  .         ,       .  .  ,  ^  it«  meaning  ii 

of  the  above-mentioned  nieces  is  to  become  possessor  of  enlarged  by  the 
the  whole  money.    A7hn  Tlionias,  September  17,  1833."       "*"  i  beaueaih 

to  my  brother 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  11th  of  October,  1852,  and  of  my  money 
letters   of  administration  with  the  will  annexed  were  hi«deaiifto*bc 
sranted  to  her  brother  and  sister,  Oliver  Gregory  Thomas  divided  between 

^  ,  .7     •/  my  two  nieces, 

and  Mary  Lowe  widow.  /?.  and  a/.;  my 

clothes  to  be 
divided  likewise 

The  testatrix  left  her  said  nieces  Rebecca  Lowe  and  ^y'l^S^h^wT 

Mary  Lowe  surviving;  but  her  brother,  the  said  John  trinkets  for  my 

Thonuis,  in  the  will  named,  died  in  her  lifetime;  and  the  longest  sarviTor 

testatrix  also  left  her  sister,  Elizabeth  Trigg,  widow,  and  niree*  ^be- 

Mary  Drew  Thomas,  Richard  Gregory  Thomas,  and  Eliza  ^nhe^hST' 

Drew,  the  wife  of  Frederick  Brettan,  children  of  Charles  money."  The 

Thomxis,  deceased,  a  brother  of  the  testatrix,  her  other  death  had  abont 

sum  of  stock  in 
rvii  1  I'll  .  ,         .  ^®  funds,  and 

The  only  property  which  the  testatrix  was  at  the  time  some  furniture 
of  her  death  possessed  of  or  entitled  to,  consisted  of  a  sum  ^^  clothes^— 
of  860Z.  Bank  Three  and  a  Quarter  per  Cent.  Annuities,  ^^{^\^^ 
standing  in  her  own  name,  and  also  of  one  moiety  of  the  not  pass  by  the 
sum  of  I937t  Vis.  Sd.  Old  South  Sea  Annuities,  standing  iJtock.""' 
in  the  joint  names  of  Thomas  Jarman,  Richard  Colston, 
and  Thomas  Griffitlis,  the  trustees  thereof  appointed  in 
and  by  the  will  of  George  Gregory,  deceased,  by  whom  the 

VOL.  I.  1)  i>  E.  K.  w. 
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same  was  bequeathed  to  the  testatrix ;  and  the  testatrix 
was  also,  at  the  time  of  her  death,  possessed  of  the  sum  of 
SOL  cash,  which  she  had  deposited  with  her  sister  Mary 
Lowe,  and  also  a  sum  of  about  2Z.  or  SI  cash  in  the  house 
in  which  the  testatrix  resided,  and  her  wardrobe,  trinkets, 
and  a  few  articles  of  furniture,  which  were  valued  at  the 
sum  of  2U.;  and  the  testatrix  was  also  entitled  to  the 
sum  of  282.,  or  thereabouts,  being  the  half-year's  dividend 
on  the  said  stocks  respectively,  which  accrued  the  day  be- 
fore her  death. 


The  legatees  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against  the  ad- 
ministrators and  next  of  kin,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to 
the  general  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix. 


ArgwnenL  Mr.  Rolt^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hardy,  for  the  Plaintiffs. — The 
general  bequest  in  this  will,  by  the  words  "  the  whole  of 
my  money,"  passed  all  the  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix, 
or,  at  least,  all  her  money  and  securities  for  money,  in- 
cluding her  money  in  the  funds. 

InKendaU  y.KendaU  (a),  a  bequest  of  all  moneys,  goods, 
and  chattels,  clothing,  fee,  my  property,  which  may  remain 
after  paying  the  charges  incident  to  my  funeral,  and  such 
debts  as  I  may  owe  at  my  death,"  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Leach, 
M.  R,  to  pass  stock  in  the  funds.  His  Honour  relied  up- 
on the  charge  of  debts  as  shewing  that  the  property,  which, 
by  law,  was  subject  to  debts,  was  intended  to  be  given, 
and  also  upon  the  "&c.;''  but  he  said,  "It  is  true  that, 
upon  the  whole  context  of  particular  wills,  it  may  be  clear 
that  stock  was  not  intended  to  pass,  and,  therefore,  will 
not  pass  by  any  one  of  the  words  here  used;  but  it  is 


(a)  4  Kuss.  3C(». 
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eqoslly  true  that  upon  the  whole  context  of  other  wills        ism. 

stock  may  pass  by  any  one  of  the  words  here  used,  except 

the  word  "  clothing."    In  Lynn  v.  Kerridge  (a),  a  testator 

gave  a  pecuniary  legacy,  and  then  bequeathed  "all  his 

moneys  whatsoever,  not  therein  otherwise  disposed  of,"     ^^/v^nMnt. 

and  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke  held  that  this  would  pass 

EtMt  India  Stock. 

In  Hoiham  v.  SuUon  (6),  the  testatrix,  by  a  codicil,  re- 
voked a  general  residuary  bequest  in  her  will,  "  money 
excepted."'  The  question  was,  whether  stock  was  included 
in  this  exception;  and  Lord  Mdon,  C,  said,  that  stock 
never  was  considered  money  in  such  a  bequest.  "  Stock 
does  not  pass  by  the  word  'money;'  and  the  argument 
18  fortified  by  what  I  must,  as  a  Judge,  take  to  be  a  de- 
liberate contrast  of  stock  and  money  throughout  this 
wilL"  The  construction,  therefore,  in  that  case,  was 
upon  the  context.  In  Ommanney  v.  Butcher  (c),  the  tes- 
tator, after  bequeathing  numerous  stock  and  money  lega- 
cies, directed  his  books,  plate,  and  furniture  to  be  sold; 
and  concluded,  "  in  case  there  is  any  money  remaining, 
I  should  wish  it  to  be  given  in  private  charity."  There 
was  a  considerable  sum  of  stock  remaining.  Sir  T.  Plumer 
held,  that  the  last  bequest  did  not  include  this  stock,  for 
the  testator  had  distinguished  when  he  meant  to  give 
stock ;  and,  therefore,  to  construe  the  word  "  money "  to 
mean  stock  would  be  contrary  to  the  context.  It  is  true 
that  he  said  "  Hoiham  v.  Sutton  has  established  that  mo- 
ney does  not,  by  the  force  of  the  word,  include  stock"  In 
Rogers  v.  Thomas (d),  "  all  which  may  remain  of  my  mo- 
ney after  my  lawful  debts  and  legacies  are  paid,"  was 
held  to  pass  the  general  residue,  including  stock,  on  the 
authority  oi  Kendall  v.  Kendall  {e). 

(a)  West's  Eep.  t.  Hardw.  172.  (d)  2  Keen,  8. 

(6)  15  Ves.  319.  («)  4  Russ.  360. 

(c)  T.  &  R  260. 
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1854.  In  Dowson  y.  Oatkoin{a)^  a  testatrix,  after  giving  a  num- 

ber of  general  pecuniary  legacies,  and  some  specific  lega- 
cies of  plate,  bequeathed  "  whatever  remains  of  money," 
and  this  was  held  to  pass  stock,  though  there  was  no 

*'^''****^*     mention  of  debts  in  the  will. 

In  Olendening  v.  Olendening(b),  the  testator  bequeathed 
"to  my  wife  the  interest  of  my  money  and  the  use  of  my 
goods  for  her  life;''  at  her  death  he  gave  some  pecuniary 
legacies,  "  and  the  remainder  of  my  property  "  to  his  bro- 
thers and  sisters;  his  wardrobe  to  his  brothers.  This 
property  was  chiefly  stock.  Lord  Langdaley  M.  R,  held, 
,  that  everything  except  the  wardrobe  was  given  to  the 
wife  for  life;  saying,  that,  "  consistently  with  the  ordinary 
mode  of  expression,  an  extended  meaning  may  be  given 
to  the  word  '  money.'  We  hear  persons  daily  talking  of 
money  in  the  funds.  ....  I  agree  that,  if  you  take  the 
word  'money'  by  itself,  it  means  money  in  its  strict  sense 
and  nothing  else;  but,  when  used  in  connexion  with  other 
words,  it  may  have  a  much  more  extended  signification. 
There  is  nothing  new  in  that  construction  of  the  word; 
for,  in  the  old  Roman  law,  'pecunia,'  was  held  to  pass 
property  of  every  description." 

In  Waite  v.  Combes  (c),  an  appointment  of  executors 
"  to  take  and  receive  all  moneys  that  may  be  in  my  pos- 
session, or  due  to  me  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  and  to 
prosecute  for  the  recovery  of  the  same  if  it  be  found  ne- 
cessary, to  be  by  them  placed  in  the  British  funds,  or 
otherwise  laid  out  upon  such  security  as  they  shall  deem 
sufficient,"  was  held  to  pass  stock;  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  Parker  observing,  "  There  is  no  doubt,  upon  the 
authorities,  that  the  word  *  moneys '  may  pass  stock  in  the 
funds,  it  being  a  question  of  construction  upon  the  whole 

(a)  2  Keen,  14.  (6)  9  Beav.  324.         (c)  6  Do  G.  &  a  676. 


CASES  IN  CHANCEEY.  373 

will  whether  the  testator  meant  to  use  the  word  in  that        i864. 
sense  or  not.**  ^,  - 

Lows 

V. 

Here,  unless  this  construction  be  adopted,  there  will  be      Thomas 
an  intestacy,  which  the  Court  will  endeavour  to  prevent       ArifwmaU. 

Hr.  ChandlesSf  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Mackeson  for  Defendants 
in  the  same  interest  as  the  Plaintifis. 

Hr.  Walker^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  (7.  Hall  for  some  of  the  next 
of  kin.  The  Courts  have  given  a  fixed  meaning  to  the 
word  "money"  in  a  will,  unless  there  is  something  in  the 
eontext  to  control  it.  In  Oosden  v.  DotteriU  (a),  a  testator 
gave  some  pecuniary  legacies,  and  directed  '^  the  rest  of 
my  money  to  be  equally  divided,  share  and  share  alike,  be- 
tween A.  and  B"  And  Sir  J.  Leach  saying,  that  he  had 
no  doubt  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  his 
^stock  should  pass  under  the  term  " money"  delayed  his 
dedsion  that  he  might  examine  the  authorities;  and,  after 
having  done  so,  decided,  against  his  own  conviction  of  the 
intention,  ''  that  the  term  '  money '  will  not  pass  stock, 
unless  there  is  in  the  will  some  explanatory  context,  and 
here  is  no  explanatory  context"  So,  in  Willis  v.  PUis- 
ket(b),  where  the  words  were  "I  first  direct  my  funeral 
expenses  to  be  paid,  and  the  remainder  of  what  moneys 
I  die  possessed  of  to  be  equally  divided,"  &c.,  and  then 
followed  a  residuary  bequest:  Lord  Langdale,  M.  R.,  held, 
that  stock  did  not  pass  by  the  word  "  moneys." 

In  Gilbert's  Reports,  p.  207,  it  is  laid  down  that  "  the 
word  '  money '  will  not  comprehend  Sovih  Sea  Stock,  or 
Annuity  Stock,  because  that  is  an  interest  arising  out  of 
funds  settled  by  public  laws;  and,  though  it  be  redeemable 
by  money,  yet  it  can  be  no  more  looked  upon  as  money  at 
the  time  of  "  the  testator's  decease,  than  a  term  of  years,  a 

(a)  1  M.  &  R.  56.  (6)  4  Beav.  210. 
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coach  and  horses,  or  any  other  real  or  personal  chattel 
whatsoever  can  */'  and  this  was  held,  although  in  that  case 
the  bequest  to  be  construed  was,  '^  all  my  household  goods, 
money,  and  plate  that  I  shall  leave  behind  me  at  the  time 
ArgumenL  q{  my  death  undisposed  of,  and  not  bequeathed  to  others, 
my  funeral  expenses,  debts,  and  legacies  being  first  paid:" 
for  money  was  said  not  to  be  so  large  and  comprehen- 
sive as  the  word  "pecunia,"  which  meant  all  the  testa- 
tors substance,  real  and  personal,  that  could  be  converted 
into  money,  but  rather  to  answer  to  the  barbarian  Latin 
word  "  moneta,"  and  to  be  a  genus  including  two  species, 
"  ready  money  and  money  due,"  neither  of  which  compre- 
hended stock. 


In  Wildman  v.  Wildman  (a),  Sir  W,  GraiU,  M.  R,  says, 
^*  The  interest  in  stock  is  properly  nothing  but  a  right  to 
receive  a  perpetual  annuity,  subject  to  redemption    .  .  . 
having  no  resemblance  to  a  chattel  moveable,  or  coined 
money,  capable  of  possession  or  manual  apprehension." 

Mr.  Fischer  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  in  reply. — A  bequest  of  money  will 
carry  stock  without  the  aid  of  the  context,  for  it  is  an  in- 
vestment only  and  produces  income,  and  can,  at  any  mo- 
ment, he  realised.  Moreover,  Kendall  v.  Kendall  (b),  shews, 
that  Sir  J.  Leach  thought  that  it  was  necessary  to  prove 
from  the  context  that  stock  would  not  pass  by  a  gift  of 
"  money/'  But,  if  aid  be  necessary,  there  is  there  the 
circumstance  that  the  gifl  is  to  one  for  life,  and  then  to 
others  in  succession,  which  is  not  applicable  to  a  bequest 
of  coin,  and  there  is  no  direction  to  invest  The  exception 
of  clothes  and  trinkets  shews  that  the  entire  personalty 
was  previously  given.      The  very  circumstance  that  the 


(a)  9  Ves.  177. 


(6)  4  Kiiss.  360. 
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word  18  used  in  a  will^  and  the  absence  of  any  other  word 
to  restrict  its  meaning,  here  strengthens  that  construction. 
— He  citedy  also,  Vauey  v.  Reynolds  (a). 


875 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:— 

I  have  concurred  so  mnch  with  most  of  the  observa- 
tions made  in  replj,  that  I  confess  I  have  great  regret 
in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  I  think  I  am  bound  to 
come  to  upon  the  authorities.     Unless  I  act  on  my  indi- 
^dnal  impression,  they  seem  to  compel  me  to  hold,  that, 
imder  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  word  "  money,'^ 
in  this  will,  does  not  pass  the  stock  in  question.     I  en- 
tirely agree  with  the  remark  of  Lord  Lyndhurst,  in  Parker 
T.  Marchant(J)),  that,  in  construing  wills  as  to  personal 
estate,  the  Court   ought  to  construe  the  words  in  the 
ordinary  acceptation  of  mankind.     The  question  is,  what 
is  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  the  word  "money"  in  a 
wilL    Believing  that  this  Court  acts  upon  the  rule  laid 
down  by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  I  have  to  see  what  my  predeces- 
sors have  considered  to  be  the  ordinary  sense  which  man- 
kind attach  to  the  word  "money"  in  a  will     Lord  Eldon 
considers  that  it  does  not  mean  stock  in  the  funds;  and 
other  Judges  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion  on  the 
very  ground  laid  down  by  Lord  Lyndhurst     However  I 
might  differ  in  my  own  notion  of  the  ordinary  acceptation 
of  the  word  "money"  in  this  case,  I  cannot  hold  its  mean- 
ing to  be  contrary  to  what  judicial  decision  has  determined 
its  ordinary  sense  to  be.      Certainly,  sitting  any  where 
else  than  here,  if  I  had  been  told  that  this  lady  had 
left  all  her  money  to  her  brother,  I  should  have  been  sur- 
prised if  he  had  not  taken  her  stock;  more  especially  as 
she  has  limited  it  to  him  for  life,  and  then  to  other  per- 
sons  after  him.      If  a  person   bequeaths  "his  money" 


1854. 


ArgummU, 


JvdffmmU 


{a)  r>  Riiss,  12. 


(/>)  1  Ph.  360. 
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simply,  and  not  "  the  residue  of  his  money  after  payment 
of  debts/'  it  has  been  entirely  settled  by  the  decisions  in 
Hoiham  v.  SuUon{a)y  and  Oosden  v.  DotteriU(f>\  that,  by 
the  word  "  money/'  in  such  bequests,  the  testator  has  not 
bequeathed  his  stock  in  the  public  funds. 


I  think  that  I  am  bound  to  follow  those  decisions;  for, 
though  it  is  no  doubt  lamentable  that  a  Judge  is  compelled 
under  any  circumstances  to  express  himself  as  Sir  John 
Leach  did  in  the  latter  case,  that  he  had  no  doubt  what  the 
testator  meant,  and  still  must  decide  against  his  own  opin- 
ion; yet  the  authority  of  that  decision  is  the  stronger  from 
hb  having  taken  time  to  consider,  and  having  come  at  last 
to  the  conclusion,  upon  all  the  authorities,  that  he  could 
not  give  that  effect  to  the  word  "  money,"  which  he  be- 
lieved was  intended  by  the  testator.  Several  other  cases, 
before  the  late  Sir  James  Parker^  Lord  Langddls^  and 
other  Judges,  were  cited  in  argument,  in  which  the  Ckiurt 
has  considered  that  the  context  might  aid  the  construction 
of  the  word  "  money."  Those  very  cases  shew  strongly  that 
testators  are  in  the  habit  of  using  the  word  "  money"  to 
signify  stock ;  for  all  that  the  context  proves  is,  that  the 
word  is  to  be  so  construed  in  the  particular  wilL  It  is 
argued,  that  we  talk  of  "  money  in  a  purse,"  "  money  at 
the  bank,"  and,  in  the  same  way,  of  ''money  in  the 
funds,"  and  that  the  word  should  include  one  as  well  as 
another  kind  of  money  in  each  case.  But  what  we  call 
"money  in  the  funds"  is  not  strictly  speaking  money, 
being  rather  a  right  to  receive  a  certain  annuity;  and 
Lord  Eldon  has  held,  and  Sir  J,  Leach  has  followed  him, 
that  the  word  "  money,"  in  a  gift  by  will,  must  be  limited 
to  its  precise  meaning,  unless  there  be  something  in  the 
context  to  enlarge  its  signification.  I  do  not  think  that 
the  case  o{  KendaU  v.  Kendall  (c)  bears  out  the  view  sug- 


(a)  15  Ves.  319. 


(6)  1  M.  &  K.  66. 


(o)  4  lliiss.  360. 
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gested  in  argument,  that  Sir  John  Leach  had  at  one  time 
a  different  opinion.  Even  if  it  were  so,  the  expression  in 
that  case  was  but  an  obiter  dictum,  and  cannot  be  set  in 
opposition  to  his  well  considered  decision,  come  to  after 
taking  time  to  reflect,  and  against  his  own  conviction,  in 
Oosden  v.  DotteriU(a). 


377 


1864. 


JudffwiienL 


All  that  remains  to  consider  is,  whether  the  context  of 
this  will  in  any  way  assists  me  in  giving  a  wider  mean- 
ing to  the  word  "  money."  I  have  not  here  either  of  the 
two  circumstances  which  have  been  relied  on  for  that 
purpose  in  other  cases.  One  of  these  is,  that,  after  di- 
recting payment  of  the  testator's  debts  and  legacies, 
the  residue  of  his  money  has  been  given.  Then,  as 
the  debts  and  legacies  are  to  be  paid  out  of  the  whole 
of  his  property,  it  has  been  considered,  that  the  de- 
scription of  his  property  by  the  words  "  residue  of  my 
money,''  must  mean  residue  of  property  ejusdem  generis 
with  that  which  was  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts, 
and,  therefore,  passed  stock  in  the  funds.  Another  class 
of  cases  has  been  where  the  Court  has  leant  against  an 
intestacy;  and,  in  order  to  effect  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator, unless  something  else  appeared  in  the  will  to  control 
that  construction,  the  Court  has  called  that  intention  in 
aid  to  shew,  that,  in  disposing  of  his  property,  by  the 
word  "  money  "  he  meant  to  include  stock.  But,  in  this 
will,  there  is  no  charge  of  debts  or  legacies,  nor  is  there 
any  gift  which  could  prevent  this  lady  dying  intestate 
as  to  some  portion  of  the  property  which  she  would  al- 
most certainly  have  at  the  time  of  her  death,  such  as  fur- 
niture and  similar  articles,  which  could  not  by  any  in- 
tendment be  included  in  the  word  "money."  There- 
fore, there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  will  to  shew, 
that  she  did  intend  to  make  a  complete  disposition  of 


(a)  1  M  &  K.  56. 
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1864.  the  whole  of  her  property.  In  that  respect,  therefore, 
some  additional  weight  may  be  given  to  the  supposition, 
that  this  instrument  was  not  intended  to  be  a  full  and 
complete  disposition  of  her  property,  from  the  probability 
***^'**'*^  that  she  intended  to  make  such  a  disposition  by  some 
other  instrument;  because  the  word  "money  "  could  not, 
according  to  the  ordinary  usage  of  mankind,  pass  furni- 
ture, leaseholds,  or  other  property,  so  different  to  its  usual 
meaning. 

The  only  point  remaining  is  this,  which  struck  me  from 
the  first  as  possibly  having  some  weight,  namely,  that  the 
testatrix  has  limited  the  gift  to  a  bequest  for  life,  with  a 
gift  over.  That  strongly  confirms  the  impression  wbkh.  1 
should  have  if  not  bound  by  aathtrity,  that  the  testatrix 
intended  in  this  bequest  to  include  her  stock.  But,  as  the 
word  "  money"  is  aUowed  to  pass  not  only  money  in  a  purse 
but  money  at  a  bank,  I  think  it  would  be  giving  too  laige 
an  effect  to  this  kind  of  limitation  to  say,  that  it  was  im- 
possible, under  any  circumstances,  that  the  testatrix  could 
mean,  that  what  she  thus  settled  for  life,  with  limitations 
over,  might  not  be  at  her  death  of  sufiicient  amount  to 
make  it  worth  settling  in  that  manner.  That  is,  in  effect, 
the  argument  from  this  limitation.  It  is  painful  to  be 
obliged  to  come  to  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  come 
upon  the  construction  of  this  will;  because  I  should  have 
had  strongly  the  impression,  that,  in  ordinary  parlance, 
the  word  "  money  "  as  here  used,  might  have  included  the 
stock  in  question,  if  I  were  not  compelled  by  authority  to 
hold  otherwise;  but,  if  I  followed  my  private  judgment,  I 
should  be  throwing  that  uncertainty  upon  the  law  which 
every  one  has  always  deprecated. 

There  must,  therefore,  be  a  declaration,  that  the  stock 
did  not  pass  by  this  will,  and  the  costs  of  all  parties  must 
come  out  of  the  estate. 
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HAGGAR  V.  NEATBY.  Feb.  idth. 

IS AR4H  SQUIRE,  by  her  will,  dated  the  17tli  of  July,  Perpetual  An- 
1832,  after  devising  certain  freehold  and  copyhold  here-  ^j/JlTc^;^- 
ditaments  to  the  trustees  of  her  will,  upon  the  trusts  there-  ^^^  ®/  '^^^' 

in  mentioned,  continued  as  follows : — "  I  also  give  and  be-         

qneath  unto  my  said  trustees  tlie  sum  of  201  per  annum^  tnuteesofthe 
Bank  Long  Annuities,  or  an  annual  or  yearly  sum  equal  JJJ^^jf  Bwik^^ 
thereto^  upon  trust,  to  pay  the  same  from  time  to  time,  as  LongAnnultii% 

,  or  an  annual 

the  same  shall  be  received,  unto  my  daughteT  Elisabetii,  sum  equal  thcro- 
to  and  for  her  own  use  and  benefit,  independent  of,  and  [^'j^^thnaine 
not  to  be  subject  to,  the  debts,  control,  or  engagements  of  ^^f'^^^^[ 
any  husband  with  whom  she  may  happen  to  intermarry,  decease,  to  pay, 
and  for  which  her  receipt  and  receipts,  signed  by  her  alone,  and  make  over' 
whether  she  shall  be  covert  or  sole,  and  notwithstanding  JtwkM money 
Bodi  coverture,  shall  be  a  good  and  sufficient  discharge,  f  ^»*^^»  "^o"^^, 

.  ,  °       be  let  apart  for 

and  good  and  sufficient  discharges  to  the  person  or  per-  thepa^-mcntof 
sons  paying  the  same;  and  from  and  immediately  after  her  gum'to  I:^^ 
decease,  upon  trust  to  pay,  assign,  transfer,  and  make  over  ^^Jhare  Sr^ 
ihe  principal  stock  or  money  which  shall  be  set  apart  for  tJie  The  testatrix, 

.      /.    ,  ..  ,  ,  ...  .  ,       atthedatcof 

payment  of  the  said  yearly  su7n,  unto  her  children  who  her  will,  and 
shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  if  more  than  dcai^!imd50/, 
one  share  and  share  alike,  and  if  but  one  child  then  to  J  y^r  Bank 

Long  Annui- 

such  one  or  only  child.     But  if  there  shall  be  no  such  tics,  which 
child  then  living,  upon  trust  to  pay,  assign,  transfer,  and  ^tein  mo: 
make  over  the  same  unto  and  amongst  my  children  or  ^/^atotrix' 
child  who  shall  be  then  living,  if  more  than  one  share  and  intended  to 

gi?c  a  perpetual 

share  alike,  and  if  but  one  then  to  such  one  or  only  child."  annuity  of  20/., 
And  the  said  testatrix  thereby  appointed  the  said  trustees  Susteis  of  the 
the  executors  of  her  said  will.  "^"1  ^'"^  "^'?" 

option  to  make 
either  a  pcrma- 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  20th  of  x\ugust,  1833,  and  ncnt  invest- 
ment, or  set 
apart20/.ayt'ar 
Long  Annuities,  at  their  discretion;  but  were  l>ound  to  tiikc  the  counie  which  was  most  for  the  ad- 
vantjigc  of  the  children  of  A'.,  by  investing  in  Consols  such  a  sum  as  would  produce  'iO/.  a  year,  to 
answer  the  Icgiicy. 
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1854        ter  will  was  duly  proved  by  her  said  trustees  and  execu- 
tors. 

At  the  date  of  her  said  will,  and  thenceforth  up  to  her 
AaUmenL     death,  the  testatrix  was  (amongst  other  personal  estate) 
possessed  of  the  sum  of  501  per  annum  Bank  Long  Annu- 
ities, terminable  in  the  year  1860. 

Her  said  daughter,  Elisabeth  Haggar,  had  only  one  child, 
a  son,  who  had  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

To  answer  the  bequest  of  "  the  sum  of  202.  per  annum 
Bank  Long  Annuities,  or  an  annuity  or  yearly  sum  equal 
thereto,''  the  executors,  soon  after  the  death  of  the  said 
testatrix,  set  apart  the  sum  of  201.  per  annum  Bank  Long 
Annuities  out  of  the  said  sum  of  50Z.  per  annum  Bank 
Long  Annuities,  of  which  the  said  testatrix  was  so  pos- 
sessed as  aforesaid,  and  from  time  to  time  paid  the  same 
to  the  said  Elizabeth  Haggar. 

These  facts  were  now  stated  in  a  special  case,  in  which 
Elizabeth  Haggar  and  her  son  were  Plaintiffs,  and  the  ex- 
ecutors Defendants,  and  which  submitted  the  question, 
whether,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  bequest  in  the 
said  will,  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  have  such  a  sum 
set  apart  out  of  the  said  testatrix's  estate,  as,  when  in- 
vested in  the  purchase  of  Bank  SL  per  Cent  Annuities, 
would  produce  in  dividends  the  full  sum  of  202L  per  an- 
num, such  dividends  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  Elizabet/i 
Hangar  during  her  life,  and  the  principal  fund,  at  her 
death,  to  be  transferred  to  the  child  or  children  who  should 
be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  aforesaid  bequest,  or  whe- 
ther the  said  bequest  had  been  duly  answered  and  satis- 
fied by  the  setting  apart  and  appropriation  of  the  said 
sum  of  20Z.  per  annum  Bank  Long  Annuities  as  aforesaid. 
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Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  CaimSy  for  the  Plaintiffs,  ar- 
gued, that  the  legatees  had  a  right  to  choose  which  of  the 
two  subjects  of  bequest  they  would  take,  and  cited  Secde  v. 
Stale  (a),  in  which  there  was  a  direction  by  will  that  all 
the  testator's  money  in  the  funds  should  be  laid  out  in 
the  purchase  of  lands  of  300Z.  or  400Z.  a  year,  and  settled 
on  his  eldest  son  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  with  re- 
mainders over;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  Gowper  said,  that 
he  would  construe  it  in  the  most  liberal  sense,  and  that  it 
should  be  4002.  a  year. 

Mr.  Bacon,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Surrage,  for  the  Defendants,  ar- 
gued that  the  first  gift  was  of  a  sum  of  Long  Annuities,  and 
that  the  alternative  investment  must  be  "  equal  thereto'' 
in  all  respects,  that  is,  taking  into  consideration  the  time 
at  which  the  Long  Annuities  were  to  cease. 

Bat  whatever  the  construction  in  that  respect  must  be, 
it  was  plain,  from  the  nature  of  this  gift,  that  the  parties 
beneficially  interested  could  not  exercise  the  option,*  for 
they  might  be  infants  or  unborn  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tatrix; and,  therefore,  it  must  have  been  intended  that 
the  trustees  should  use  their  discretion  in  the  choice ;  and 
the  Court  would  not  interfere  with  what  they  had  done. 
In  yfilson  v.  Wilson  (6),  where  the  bequest  was  of  a  life 
annuity  of  25Z.  a  year,  or  500t  in  money,  Vice-Chancellor 
Knigkb  Bruce  held,  that  the  option  was  given,  not  to  the 
legatee,  but  to  the  persons  to  whom  the  property  which 
was  subject  to  the  legacy  was  given. 

Mr.  Cairns,  in  reply,  suggested  that  the  true  construc- 
tion was,  that,  when  the  Long  Annuities  ceased,  a  perma- 
nent investment  was  to  be  made,  which  would  produce 
20Z.  a  year.  This  made  all  the  will  consistent,  and  avoided 
aU  questions  as  to  option  or  election. 


18M. 


Argument 


(a)  1  P.  WniB.  290. 


(h)  1  De  G.  &  S.  152. 
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1854. 


JudgmenJL 


Vice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  think  that  the  true  construction  of  this  will  is,  that 
this  lady  intended,  and  it  is  the  substance  of  her  will,  to 
give  a  permanent  annuity  of  20Z.  to  the  legatee  for  life,  and 
then  to  her  children.  That  would  be  the  prima  facie  con- 
struction, from  the  form  of  the  gift  being  of  an  annual 
sum  to  one  for  life,  with  an  executory  bequest  over  of  the 
fund  out  of  which  it  was  secured,  whatever  that  might  be, 
to  other  persons,  after  the  death  of  the  person  entitled  for 
life.  The  testatrix  gives  to  trustees  the  sum  of  20Z.  Bank 
Long  Annuities,  or  an  annual  or  yearly  sum  equal  thereto, 
upon  trust  to  pay  it  to  her  daughter  for  life;  and,  after 
her  decease,  then  in  trust  "  to  pay,  assign,  transfer,  and 
make  over  the  principal  stock  or  money  which  shall  be 
set  apart  for  the  payment  of  the  said  yearly  sum  unto  her 
children  who  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  her  decease." 
She  contemplated  clearly,  therefore,  that  there  would  be 
son\e  principal  sum  set  apart  for  the  payment  of  this  an- 
nual sum. 


Mr.  Surrage  ingeniously  suggested,  that,  the  gift  being 
of  a  sum  of  "  201  Bank  Long  Annuities,  or  an  annuity  or 
annual  sum  equal  thereto,""  that  must  mean  equal  in  dura- 
tion as  well  as  in  amount  I  think  that  could  hardly  be 
the  true  construction  in  point  of  phraseology  alone,  for  it 
was  not  equality  of  duration  that  was  then  present  to 
the  mind  of  the  testatrix.  She  was  looking  to  the  annual 
sum  that  was  to  be  paid;  and  the  equality,  therefore,  can- 
not apply  to  more  than  the  sum  of  20Z.  mentioned  as 
the  yearly  amount  Moreover,  it  would  be  an  unreason- 
able construction  of  the  will,  that  the  testatrix,  in  1832, 
should  bequeath  to  one  person  for  life,  and  then  to  the 
unborn  children  of  that  person,  a  fund  which  she  knew 
was  only  to  last  twenty-eight  years  from  that  time.  That 
consideration  also  shews,  that  it  is  much  more  probable 


.    *..-"i 
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that  the  testatrix  meant  to  refer  to  equality  of  the  annual 
sum  without  reference  to  the  duration  of  the  Long  An- 
nuities. 

Then  the  gift  is  alternative,  either  of  20t  per  annum 
Long  Annuities,  or  an  annuity  or  annual  sum  equal  there- 
to; and,  with  reference  to  the  money  to  be  set  apart  to  pro- 
duce that  annual  sum,  in  truth,  a  sort  of  option  was  given, 
either  to  secure  an  annual  sum,  which  must  mean  a  prin- 
cipal sum  to  produce  that  amount  for  ever,  or  to  set  apart 
instead,  such  a  sum  of  Bank  Long  Annuities  as  would 
produce  201  a  year.    The  remaining  question  is,  whether 
the  executors  were  justified  in  acting  on  their  own  view 
of  what  they  should  do;  whether  they  should  set  apart  the 
Long  Annuities,  or  make  a  permanent  investment.    Ac- 
cording to  the  case  which  has  been  cited  from  Peere  Wil- 
Vam8i  the  decision  in  which  is  founded  upon  the  civil 
law,  if  there  be  a  legacy  to  A.  of  3002.  or  4002w,  the  legatee 
has  a  right  to  say  that  he  will  take  that  which  is  the  most 
ieneficial.    If  the  parties  may  do  that,  the  gift  over  here 
being  to  unborn  children,  I  think  that  the  trustees  of  the 
will  are  bound  to  take  the  course  which  would  be  the  best 
for  these  children.     It  is  not  a  bequest  to  the  children 
without  the  intervention  of  trustees,  so  that  the  children 
might  have  the  choice;  but  here  it  is  given  to  trustees,  not 
with  any  direction  to  do  what  they  please  in  the  matter, 
but  an  absolute  gift  to  them  of  one  or  the  other  of  these 
funds ;  and  what  a  legatee,  sui  juris,  would  be  entitled  to 
do  in  such  a  case  for  his  own  benefit,  the  trustees,  or  the 
Court,  if  they  had  come  for  its  direction,  should  do  for 
these  children. 


383 


18M. 


Judgment. 


In  the  case  of  WUson  v.  Wilsan  (a),  the  Vice-Chancellor 
was  especially  guarded  in  founding  his  decision  upon  the 


(a)  1  T>o  (i.  &  S.  152. 
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1S54.  particular  terms  of  the  will.  These  were  terms  which 
would  compel  a  party,  on  certain  conditioifs,  to  purchase  a 
certain  annuity,  and  then  there  was  a  gift  of  that  annuity, 
or  the  sum  of  money  to  be  expended  in  its  purchase,  and 
Judgment  ^^  Vice-Chancellor  thought,  looking  to  the  whole  of  the 
will,  that  there  was  not  an  option  in  the  legatee.  The 
conditions  could  not  apply  to  a  sum  certain,  and  the  le- 
gacy being  given  in  both  ways,  probably  for  that  reason 
the  Vice-Chancellor  decided  that  the  choice  did  not  rest 
with  the  legatee.  Scale  y.  Seale(a)  was  not  cited  in  that 
case;  but  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  principle  of  that  case 
was  present  to  the  mind  of  the  learned  Judge  who  de- 
cided Wilson  y.  Tribon(6),  and  that  he  thought  himself 
bound  to  come  to  the  conclusion  at  which  he  arrived  by 
the  special  circumstances  of  the  case. 

Declare,  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
will  of  the  said  testatrix,  such  a  sum  of  money  ought  to 
be  set  apart  in  respect  of  the  legacy  in  the  case  mentioned, 
as,  when  invested  in  the  purchase  of  SL  per  cent  Consols, 
will  produce  the  full  sum  of  20t  a  year. 

(a)  1  P.  Wma.  290.  (b)  1  De  G.  &  S.  162. 
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B 


CASES  IN  C'lTANOERY. 


WEST  V.  RAY.  ^21^' 

March  SiL 
Y  an  indenture,  dated  the  4th  of  June,  1835,  the  first  Power  of  Ap- 
trust  declared  of  certain  leasehold  property  of  Thomas  West,  ^riHng  t^tr 
the  settlor,  which  was  therein  comprised,  was  to  assign  the  ^^J^iJ'^i^. 
same  "  unto  such  person  and  persons,  and  in  such  manner  ««/«/  wui. 
and  form,  and  with  or  without  power  of  revocation  and  where  a  power 
new  appointment,  as  the  said  Thomas  West  at  any  time  or  iJ to^^c^reis- 
times  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  by  any  deed  or  ^^y  V^^a 
deeds,  writing  or  writings  under  his  hand  and  seal,  to  be  and  seal  of  the 
attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  shall  direct,  be'e«rci^'by 
limit,  or  appoint  of  or  concerning  the  same  respectively,  Jl^^^onj^thr^ 
or  any  part  or  parts  thereof:"  and  in  default  thereof  and  formalities  re- 

J  ^  ^  '  ^  quired  by  the 

flubject  thereto.  In  trust  for  the  said  Thomas  West  and  i  Vict  c.  26, 
Ws  assigns  during  his  life ;  and  from  and  after  his  decease,  scntirrequUi^ 
upon  the  further  trusts  therein  mentioned.  *»°?  of  thepow- 

*^  erw,  that  it 

shoald  be  ezer- 

The  said  Thomas  West,  on  the  7th  of  February,  1849,  hand  and  seal, 
made  his  last  will  and  testament,  not  under  seal,  but  exe-  ^pH^g^to**^'* 
cuted  by  him,  and  attested  in  conformity  with  the  re-  power  of  which 

,  ,   ,  ,  the  essential  re- 

quisitions of  the  1  Vict.  c.  26;   and  thereby,  after  be-  quisitionis, 

queathing  certain  leasehold  premises  not  comprised  in  the  be  exercised  by 

aforesaid  indenture,  and  giving  divers  pecuniary  legacies,  fojl^^^el^are 

he  proceeded :  "  I  give  and  devise,  direct,  limit,  and  ap-  comparatiTciy 

unimportant. 

point,  all  the  messuages,  lands,  hereditaments,  and  real    Thereasonthat 
estate  of  every  tenure  of  or  to  which  I  am  now,  or  at  my  "»ch  a  power 

''  "    would  have 

death  shall  be,  seised  or  entitled  at  law  or  in  equity,  or  been  held  duly 
which  I  have  now,  or  at  my  death  shall  have,  power  to  fore  the  new 
dispose  of  by  will,  (except  what  I  otherwise  dispose  of  by  ^^^'  ^^^ 
this  my  will  or  any  codicil  thereto,)  unto  and  to  the  use  iiand  and  seal 

^,,  .  n  1  /•     1       ''^^  because, 

of    certain  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell,  and  out  of  the  under  the  gene- 

ral  word  **  writ- 
ing,'^ it  was  in- 
different by 

what  kind  of  instrument  the  power  was  exercised,  provided  the  essential  solemnities  were  complied 

with.     BucMX  V.  Bf^kkom  (5  Hare,  131),  not  followed. 

VOL.  I.  E  E  E.  K.  W. 
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Statement 
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moneys  to  arise  from  such  sale,  and  by  and  out  of  his  per- 
sonal estate,  to  pay  his  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
debts,  and  legacies,  and  divide  the  residue  equally  amongst 
such  of  his  grandchildren,  who,  being  a  grandson  or  grand- 
sons, should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  being 
a  granddaughter  or  granddaughters,  should  attain  that  age 
or  marry;  with  certain  provisions  for  their  advancement 
and  benefit  in  the  meantime. 


The  testator  died  in  the  month  of  September,  1850. 

The  infant  grandchildren  of  the  testator  concurred,  as 
Plaintifis,  with  the  persons  entitled  under  the  settlement 
in  default  of  appointment,  as  Defendants,  in  a  special  case 
for  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  whether  the  leasehold  pre- 
mises assigned  by  the  indenture  of  the  4th  of  June,  1835, 
became  subject  to  the  trusts  declared  by  the  said  will  in 
favour  of  the  testator's  grandchildren,  or  whether,  not- 
withstanding such  will,  the  said  premises  continued  sub- 
ject to  the  trusts  declared  by  the  said  indenture  in  fiivour 
of  the  said  Defendants. 


Argument  Mr.  Browdl  for  the  Plaintiffs. — The  appointment  is  valid 
under  the  10th  section  of  1  Vict  c.  26,  which  provides 
"  That  no  appointment  made  by  will  in  exercise  of  any 
power  shall  be  valid,  unless  the  same  be  executed  in  manner 
hereinbefore  required;  and  every  will  executed  in  manner 
hereinbefore  required  shall,  so  far  as  respects  the  execu- 
tion and  attestation  thereof,  be  a  valid  execution  of  a  power 
of  appointment  by  will,  notwithstanding  it  shall  have  been 
expressly  required  that  a  will  made  in  exercise  of  such 
power  should  be  executed  with  some  additional  or  other 
form  of  execution  or  solemnity."    Buckell  v.  Blenkhom{a) 

(a)  5  Hare,  131. 
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decided,  that  a  will,  executed  according  to  this  statute  and 
not  sealed,  was  a  valid  exercise  of  a  power  of  appointment 
"  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  writing  or  writings,  to  be  by  her 
sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by 
one  witness  or  more:"  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  saying, 
that  it  had  been  settled  by  judicial  decision,  that  a  will 
would  have  been  a  writing  within  the  terms  of  this  power 
before  the  Act;  but  then,  the  required  formalities  of  exe- 
cution must  have  been  complied  with;  and  that  the  object 
of  the  statute  being  to  dispense  with  useless  formalities  in 
fiivour  of  the  intention  of  donors  of  powers,  a  will  was  still 
a  writing,  and  the  10th  section  applied.  This  decision  has 
had  some  doubt  thrown  upon  it  by  the  Lords  Justices  in  a 
suit  respecting  the  very  instruments  now  in  question,  in 
CoUard  v.  Sampson  (a),  the  Lord  Justice  Turner  saying, 
that  the  reasoning  in  the  judgment  in  BuckeU  v.  Blenh- 
kom  (b)  was  not  so  conclusive  as  to  settle  the  question; 
and  the  Lords  Justices  concurred  in  refusing  specific  per- 
Amance  of  a  contract  to  purchase  property,  the  title  to 
which  depended  on  that  authority. 

The  result  of  the  decisions  previously  to  the  statute  is 
thus  stated  in  1  Sugd.  Pow.  262,  7th  ed. :—"  Although  a 
will  is  not  a  good  execution  of  a  power  to  be  executed  by 
a  deed,  yet  where,  in  the  instrument  creating  the  power, 
words  are  thrown  in  of  a  general  comprehensive  sense,  as 
'writing'  or  *  instrument/  the  Court  will  take  advantage 
of  them  in  favour  of  the  intention,  and  deem  a  will  within 
the  meaning  of  the  power,  although  in  vulgar  acceptation 
the  words  point  to  a  deed."  And  for  this,  he  cites  K'Stbet 
V.  Lee(c)y  where  a  power  of  revocation,  to  be  exercised 
"  by  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  and  by  him  deliver- 
ed in  the  presence  of  three  credible  witnesses,"  and  "  then 
and  from  thenceforth"  the  former  uses  to  be  void,  was 

(a)  17  Jnr,  641.  (6)  5  Hare,  131.  (c)  Hob.  312. 
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1854.  held  to  be  well  exercised  by  a  will  executed  with  the  pre- 
scribed formalities,  notwithstanding  the  words  "  then  and 
from  thenceforth,"  which  were  rejected  as  repugnant.  So  in 
The  Countess  of  Roscommon  v.  Fowke  (a),  where  the  power 
^^''^^^""^  'i^as  to  revoke  "  by  any  writing  under  her  hand  and  seal, 
attested,"  &c.,  and  "by  the  same  or  any  other  deed"  to 
limit  new  uses:  the  latter  apparently  repugnant  words 
being  read  "  by  the  same  writing  or  any  other  deed,"  &;a 
In  Lisle  v.  Lisle  (Jk),  a  power  to  appoint  "  by  writing"  sim- 
ply was  considered  exerciseable  by  will.  [Mr.  JoUiffe,  for 
the  Defendants,  admitted  that  the  word  "  writing"  in  the 
power  would  include  a  will  among  other  instruments.] 
Then,  this  power  might  have  been  exercised  by  a  will 
sealed;  but  that  would  be  adding  a  formality  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  will,  which  the  statute  intended  to  prevent 

Mr.  JoUiffe  for  the  Defendants. — The  power  cannot  be 
exercised  by  a  will  without  the  prescribed  formalities. 
The  interpretation  clause  of  1  Vict.  c.  26,  says,  that  the 
word  "will"  in  the  Act  "shall  extend  to  a  testament  and 
to  a  codicil,  and  to  an  appointment  by  will,  or  by  writing 
in  the  nature  of  a  will  in  exercise  of  a  power."  The 
power  in  this  case  is  not  to  be  exercised  by  "  writing  in 
the  nature  of  a  will;"  therefore,  the  10th  section  does  not 
apply.  It  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  donor  of  the 
power  did  not  intend  that  the  settlement  should  be  dis- 
placed by  will,  but  only  by  deed  inter  vivos.  If  this  be 
a  good  execution  of  the  power,  then,  by  the  27th  section, 
a  general  bequest  would  also  have  been  so,  though  not  re- 
ferring to  the  power. 

Mr.  Browell  in  reply. — It  is  settled  that  "  writing"  in 
a  power  may  mean  a  will.  [Vicb-Chancellor, — If  the 
donor  had  said  "  writing  testamentary  or  otherwise,"  it 

(a)  4  Bro.  P.  C.  623.  (h)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  633. 
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would  have  come  within  the  Act]  The  law  has  said  it 
for  him.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  merely  to  produce 
onifonnitj  in  the  manner  of  executing  wills. 

Yioe-Chancellor. — I  must  take  time  to  consider  this 
case.  The  question  was  decided  by  Vice-Chancellor 
Wigraniy  and  that  decision  has  not  been  appealed  from, 
and  must  not  be  departed  from  lightly. 


1854. 


ArgumenL 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

In  this  case  the  Court  is  called  upon  to  consider  the 
decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  in  BuckeU  v.  Blenh- 
horn  (a),  under  circumstances  precisely  analogous,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  question  having  been  brought  before  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls^  and  then  before  the  Lords  Justices,  in 
the  case  of  Collard  v.  Sampson  (6).  That  was  a  suit  con- 
ceming  this  same  will,  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  spe- 
cifically a  contract  which  depended  on  a  title  resting  for 
its  Talidity  upon  that  decision  in  BuckeU  v.  Blenkhorn  (a), 
and  the  case  is  now  open  for  decision  in  consequence  of 
the  Lords  Justices  having  expressed  their  opinion,  that  they 
could  not  consider  the  point  to  have  been  so  satisfactorily 
determined  as  to  induce  them  to  enforce  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract.  I  must  therefore  look  at  the  ques- 
tion, not  guided  by  the  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wig- 
ram,  further  than  as  giving  the  weight  of  his  opinion  to 
one  conclusion  on  this  somewhat  difiicult  subject. 

The  question  arises  thus:  the  settlor  here  reserved  a 
power  of  appointing,  "during  the  term  of  his  natural 
life,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  writing  or  writings,  under  his 
hand  and  seal,  to  be  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  wit- 
nesses;" and  then  he  made  an  appointment  by  will  not 
under  seal,  but  executed  and  attested  as  required  by  the 


March  8(4. 
JudffTMni, 


(a)  5  Hare,  131. 


(b)  17  Jur.  641. 
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1854.  Statute  of  Wills,  1  Vict  a  26.  Vice-Chancellor  Wigrarriy 
in  Buckdl  v.  Blenkhorn  (a),  held,  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
previous  decisions  had  established,  that,  where  there  was 
a  power,  worded  like  this,  of  appointing  "  by  writing," 
JvdffmenL  (joupled  with  certain  solemnities,  a  testamentary  writing 
executed  with  those  solemnities  would  be  a  good  execu- 
tion of  the  power,  the  donor  being  indifferent,  so  long 
as  the  conditions  were  complied  with,  whether  the  in- 
strument were  a  writing  or  a  will;  therefore  the  case 
would  fall  within  that  section  of  the  new  statute,  which 
directs,  that  every  will  executed  and  attested  in  the  man- 
ner required  by  the  Act  should,  "  so  far  as  respects  the 
execution  and  attestation  thereof,  be  a  valid  execution  of 
a  power  of  appointment  by  will,  notwithstanding  it  shall 
have  been  expressly  required  that  a  will  made  in  exercise 
of  such  power  should  be  executed  with  some  additional  or 
other  form  of  execution  or  solemnity/'  Vicc-Chancellor 
Wiffram  commented  upon  the  case  before  him  in  this 
manner:  "Before  the  Wills  Act,  the  word  'writing,'  in 
cases  like  the  present,  had  received  a  judicial  interpreta- 
tion, which  included  a  wilL  But  the  Court  held,  that 
they  could  not  dispense  with  the  formalities  prescribed  by 
the  instrument  creating  the  power — although  they  were 
not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  will — because  those 
forms,  being  in  themselves  without  value,  could  have  no 
equivalent  Now,  by  the  Statute  of  Wills  (1  Vict.  c.  26) 
it  is  provided,  that,  in  the  execution  of  wills,  one  given 
form  shall  be  observed,  and  that  such  form  shall  be  an 
equivalent  for  every  arbitrary  form  of  execution  which  the 
donor  of  a  power  nmy  prescribe.  It  was  not  at  the  ex- 
pense, but  in  favour,  and  for  the  benefit  of  such  donors, 
and  in  order  that  their  intentions  might  not  be  disappoint- 
ed by  the  neglect  of  useless  forms,  that  this  legislative 
provision  was  made.  I  must  presume  in  this  case  that 
Sarafi  M^Lauchlan  made  the  deed  of  the  1st  of  September, 

(a)  6  Hare,  131. 
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1843,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  decisions  upon  the  word        ^^^ 
'writing/  and  with  knowledge  also  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Wills  Act" 


Now  the  Lord  Justice  Turner^  after  citing  those  ob-  •M7»"«»'' 
servations  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram^  in  CoUard  v.  Samp- 
9(m(a),  considered  that  they  were  not  such  satisfactory 
reasons  as  to  induce  the  Court  to  hold,  that  an  appoint^ 
ment  made,  as  in  this  case,  by  a  will  not  executed  in  com- 
pliance with  the  provisions  of  the  power,  but  duly  exe- 
cuted and  attested  under  the  Wills  Act,  would,  by  virtue 
of  that  statute,  be  a  good  execution  of  the  power.  I  am 
bound  to  say,  upon  consideration,  that  I  feel  the  justice  of 
that  remark,  and  that  I  cannot  hold  that  this  power  has 
been  duly  executed ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  I  must  add,  that 
I  fear,  in  nine  cases  out  of  ten,  the  intention,  both  of  the 
donor  and  of  the  party  executing  the  power,  who  of  course 
intends  to  execute  it  effectually,  will  be  defeated  by  such 
a  decision.  But  the  legislature  might  have  provided  for 
the  case,  and  has  not  done  so.  I  must  consider  the 
origin  of  those  decisions  of  the  Courts  of  law  with  refer- 
ence to  the  solemnities  required,  in  which  it  was  held, 
that  every  formality  must  be  complied  with.  The  Courts 
of  law  held  this  upon  two  grounds — first,  because  the  do- 
nor of  the  power  has  declared  how  it  must  be  exercised, 
and  cujus  est  dare  ejus  est  disponere;  and,  secondly,  the 
Courts  of  law  regarded  appointments  under  powers  as  in 
the  nature  of  conditional  limitations  to  defeat  existing 
uses,  and  considered  that,  therefore,  they  were  to  be 
strictly  executed.  However,  as  it  often  happened  that 
some  of  the  formalities  were  forgotten,  and  the  intention 
would  thus  have  been  frustrated,  the  Courts  of  equity,  in 
certain  favoured  cases,  have  supplied  thewantof  the  required 
formalities.  There  still  remain  many  instances  in  which 
the  objection  prevails;  but,  in  the  case  of  wills,  the  legis- 

(a)  17  Jut.  64). 
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1854.  lature  has  interfered,  and,  instead  of  the  many  useless 
ceremonies  that  may  be  required  for  the  execution  of  a 
power  by  will,  has  provided  one  form  of  execution  and 
attestation,  and,  if  that  be  complied  with,  all  others  are 
Judgment,  disregarded.  The  legislature  might  have  gone  on  to  say, 
if  the  subject  of  deeds  had  been  before  them,  that  what- 
ever instrument  would  be  good  as  a  deed,  and  was  for- 
mally executed  as  a  deed,  should  be  a  due  execution  of  a 
power  to  be  executed  by  deed,  whatever  other  ceremonies 
might  be  required  by  the  power;  however,  they  have  not 
done  so.  Now  I  find  in  this  settlement  a  power,  not  to 
appoint  by  will  at  all,  but  by  deed  or  writing,  with  certain 
required  solemnities.  The  decisions  on  this  point  before 
the  statute  were  in  efiect,  that  the  donor  of  the  power  had 
thought  the  character  of  the  writing,  whether  it  should  be 
testamentary  or  inter  vivos,  not  of  the  essence  of  the  case. 
All  he  had  thought  essential  were  the  solemnities  with 
which  the  power  was  to  be  exercised,  and,  provided  they 
were  observed,  it  was  indifferent  whether  the  instrument 
by  which  the  power  was  exercised  were  a  will  or  a  deed; 
and  when  it  was  exercised  by  will,  as  in  the  case  oiLide 
V.  Lisle  {a)y  though  the  instrument  is  a  will  and  revocable, 
yet,  being  executed  with  all  the  required  ceremonies,  and 
being  within  the  words  of  the  power,  it  was  held  to  be  a 
good  execution  of  the  power.  But  when  the  donor  has 
made  the  required  solemnities  essential  to  the  power,  and 
has  not  stated  that  it  is  to  be  exercised  by  will,  but  only  by 
deed  or  writing,  can  I  hold  that  it  falls  within  the  10th  sec- 
tion of  the  statute  1  Vict  c.  26,  which  provides,  that  every 
will,  executed  in  manner  thereinbefore  required,  shall,  so 
far  as  respects  the  execution  and  attestation  thereof,  be  a 
valid  execution  of  a  power  of  appointment  by  will,  not- 
withstanding it  shall  have  been  expressly  required  that  a 
will  made  in  exercise  of  such  power  should  be  executed 
with  some  additional  or  other  form  of  execution  or  so- 
lemnity. 

(a)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  533. 
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The  donor  might  well  say,  "  I  have  not  made  any  di-  1354. 
rection  at  all  as  to  a  will,  and  therefore  my  case  is  not 
within  the  statute.  It  may  be,  that  it  was  a  matter  of  in- 
difference to  me  whether  the  exercise  of  the  power  should 
be  by  will  or  not;  but  it  was  of  the  essence  of  my  direction  •'•«';?««**• 
that  it  should  be  done  with  certain  solemnities.  Where  the 
instrument  is  a  matter  of  form  and  the  required  solemni- 
ties are  the  substantial  requisites,  is  not  the  same  case  as 
where  the  instrument  is  the  substance  of  what  is  required 
by  the  power  and  the  solemnities  are  the  accessories,  which 
is  the  state  of  circumstances  to  which  the  statute  applies." 

I  regret  to  come  to  this  conclusion,  because,  when  per- 
sons fetter  themselves  with  these  forms,  instead  of  saying 
simply  that  the  appointment  should  be  by  deed  or  will, 
which  would  in  most  cases  fulfil  every  purpose,  they 
often  disappoint  themselves;  or  when  they  wish  to  give 
a  power  of  appointment  to  third  persons,  they  frequent- 
ly by  these  means  disappoint  the  object  of  all  parties. 
The  Legislature  has  made  a  provision  for  the  evil  in 
cases  of  wills ;  but  I  think  that  it  does  not  extend  to  the 
case  where  the  power  requires  not  a  will  but  an  instru- 
ment with  certain  formalities  different  to  those  observed 
in  the  execution  of  a  will.  The  distinction  is  no  doubt 
narrow ;  for  if  the  power  had  been  to  be  executed  by  a 
"  writing  testamentary  or  otherwise/'  then  the  case  would 
have  fallen  within  the  statute ;  but  in  that  case  the  donor 
would  have  made  a  will  of  the  substance  of  the  case,  and 
then  the  provisions  of  the  statute  would  apply.  Not  hav- 
ing used  those  words,  I  think  that  he  has  not  brought  the 
limitation  of  the  power  in  the  settlement  within  the  oper- 
ation of  the  statute;  and  I  must  therefore  answer  the 
question,  whether  these  premises  passed  by  the  will,  which 
has  been  very  well  argued,  in  the  negative. 
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1854. 


HILL  V.  PRITCHARD. 

JjY  a  settlement^  dated  the  15th  of  April,  1817,  made 
previously  to  and  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  which 
was  shortly  afterwards  solemnised  between  William  Mag- 
sey,  since  deceased,  and  Mary  Massey,  now  his  widow, 
certain  hereditaments  in  Wales  were  limited,  subject  to 
the  trusts  of  a  term  of  5000  years,  vested  in  trustees  to 
raise  portions  for  the  younger  children  of  the  marriage,  to 
uses  of  which  the  existing  uses  were,  in  the  first  place,  for 
the  said  Mary  Masaey  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees 
to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  firslj  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage  succes* 
sively,  and  the  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies,  with  divers 
remainders  over;  and  the  settlement  contained  a  power  of 
sale  and  exchange,  which  was  given  to  trustees  to  be  ex- 
ercised from  time  to  time  during  the  life  of  Mrs.  Masseyt 
and  with  her  consent,  to  be  signified  by  any  writing  under 


Feb.  25th. 

DitentaiUng 
Deed^Astent 
qfProteetar — 
Power  o/SaU 
noibarnd, 

Afettlementiby 
whidi  real  e§- 
tales  were  li- 
mited to  the 
nte  o{A.  for 
life,  with  re- 
mainder to  her 
■on  in  tail,  con- 
tained a  power 
of  lale  and  ex- 
change, to  be 
ezeroaed  dur- 
ing the  life  of 
the  tenant  for 
life,  with  her 
content,  n^i- 
fied  by  wndng 
imder  her  hand 
and  seal. 

By  adiien- 
tailing  deed,  to 

whichthetenant  her  hand  and  seal. 

for  life  was  a 
party,  the  te- 
nant in  tail, with 
the  consent  of 
his  mother,  the 
tenant  for  life, 
testified  by  her 
executing  that 
deed,  conveyed 
the  settled  es- 
tates, subject  to 
her  life  estate 
therein,  and 
also  other  here- 
ditaments, of  which  he  was  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  to  uses  to  bar  dower  in  his  own  fiivour. 

This  deed  contained  no  recital  of  any  contract,  but,  in  the  operatiTe  part,  its  object  was  stated  ta 
be  in  order  to  defeat  the  estate  or  estates  tail  of  the  tenant  in  tail  in  the  hereditaments  therein  com- 
prised, and  all  other  estates,  powers,  righu,  and  interests  limited  to  take  effect  after  the  determina- 
tion or  in  defeasance  of  such  estate  or  estates  taiL,  and  to  limit  the  fee- simple  in  such  hereditaments, 
as  to  such  parU  thereof  as  were  vested  in  the  tenant  for  life,  subject  to  her  life  estate  therein,  to  the 
uses  thereinafter  expressed : — Held,  that  the  concurrence  of  the  tenant  for  life  in  the  disentailing 
deed  did  not  bar  her  power  of  assenting  to  a  subsequent  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  and  exchange, 
because  this  was  a  power  to  raise  a  use  paramount  to  the  estate  toil,  and  there  was  nothing  in  the 
frame  of  the  deed  from  which  a  contract  could  be  implied,  that  the  tenant  for  life  would  not  consent 
afterwards  to  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  and  exchange. 


The  marriage  was  duly  solemnised,  and  there  was  issue 
thereof  The  eldest  son  of  the  marriage  was  named  Fravn 
CIS  Elcocke  Massey,  and  he  attained  twenty-one  in  IS-liS. 

WiUiam  Massey,  the  husband,  died  in  1837,  leaving  his 
wife  and  eldest  son  surviving. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  895 

By  an  indenture,  made  the  8th  of  April,  1846,  between  1854 
the  said  Mary  Massey  of  the  first  part,  the  said  Francis  El- 
cocke  Massey  of  the  second  part,  and  Robert  Bover  Hinchliffe 
of  the  third  part,  after  reciting  the  said  settlement,  and 
certain  other  instruments,  under  which  the  said  Francis  El- 
cocke  Massey  was  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  of  certain  other 
hereditaments,  and  reciting  that  the  said  Francis  Elcocke 
MasseyhB,d  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one, — it  was  witness- 
ed, *'  that,  in  order  to  defeat  the  estate  or  estates  tail  of  the 
said  Francis  Elcocke  Massey,  by  virtue  of  the  said  indenture 
of  settlement  and  other  assurances  hereinbefore  recited,  or 
any  of  them,  in  the  hereditaments  hereinafter  released  or 
intended  so  to  be,  and  aU  other  esta4£s,  powers,  rights,  and 
interests  limited  to  take  effect  after  the  determination,  or  in 
defecLsance  of  such  estate  or  estates  tail,  and  to  limit  the  fee- 
simple  in  such  hereditaments  (as  to  such  parts  thereof  as 
are  vested  in  the  said  Mary  Massey  for  her  life,  subject  to 
her  life  estate  therein,)  to  the  uses  and  in  manner  herein- 
after expressed, — He  the  said  Francis  Elcocke  Massey, 
with  the  consent  of  the  said  Mary  Massey,  as  to  such  of 
the  hereditaments  hereinafter  described  or  referred  to, 
of  which  she  is  protector  of  the  settlement  creating  the 
estate  tail,  testified  by  her  executing  these  presents,"' 
granted  and  released  the  said  hereditaments,  together  with 
other  hereditaments  of  which  the  said  Francis  Elcocke 
Massey  was  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  to  the  said  Robert 
Bover  Hinchliffe  and  his  heirs,  to  have  and  to  hold  the 
same  unto  the  said  Robert  Bover  Hinchliffe,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  for  ever,  to  uses  to  bar  dower  in  favour  of  the  said 
Francis  Elcocke  Massey. 

Ma/ry  Massey  and  the  trustees  in  whom  the  power  of 
sale  was  vested  contracted  with  John  Pritchard  for  the 
sale  to  him  of  part  of  the  estates  comprised  in  the  said 
power.  John  Pritchard  raised  the  objection,  that,  having 
regard  to  the  terms  of  the  disentailing  deed,  Mary  Massey 

VOL.  I.  F  F  B.  K.  w. 
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1854.  could  not  consent  to  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale ;  and 
the  trustees  and  Mary  Massey  as  Plaintiffs,  and  John 
Pritchard  as  Defendant,  now  presented  these  facts  to  the 
Court  in  the  form  of  a  special  case,  in  which  the  question 
was,  whether  a  valid  sale  and  appointment  could  be  made 
under  the  power. 


Argument.  Mr.  W.  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Wixkeas  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs.— The  right  of  the  tenant  for  life  to  consent  to  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  is  not  affected  by  this  disen- 
tailing deed :  Roper  v.  HaUi/ax  (a). 

Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  W.  D.  Lewis  for  the  Defendant. 
— ^The  power  of  the  tenant  for  life,  as  protector  of  the  set- 
tlement, to  assent  to  the  disentailing  deed  is  expressly 
opposed  to  and  in  derogation  of  the  power  of  sale  and  ex- 
change, which  is  a  power  to  raise  a  shifting  use  to  defeat 
the  estate  tail  If  the  shifting  use  were  limited  to  take 
effect  upon  a  collateral  event,  such  as  the  payment  by  A. 
of  lOOZ.,  it  would  be  barred  by  any  assurance  that  barred 
the  estate  taiL  But  the  power  of  sale  is,  for  this  purpose, 
the  same  as  a  use  expressly  limited.  If  the  event  provided 
for  happen,  or  the  power  be  exercised,  before  such  an  as- 
surance, the  estate  tail  wiU  be  defeated-  If  the  disentail- 
ing deed  be  first  executed  the  use  or  power  must  neces- 
sarily be  defeated. 

Then  this  disentailing  deed  contains  no  reservation  of 
the  powers  of  the  tenant  for  life,  for  the  object  of  the  deed 
is  expressed  to  be  in  order  to  defeat  all  powers  to  take 
effect  in  defeasance  of  the  estate  tail,  and  to  limit  the  fee- 
simple  in  these  hereditaments  in  manner  thereinafter  men- 
tioned. Those  words  are  directly  applicable  to  the  power 
of  sale,  which  is  only  to  be  exercised  with  the  consent  of 

(a)  8  Taunt  846;  Sugd.  PoW.,  App.,  No.  3, 
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the  tenant  for  life,  and  which,  therefore,  it  must  have  1664. 
been  intended  to  destroy  during  her  life,  for  the  power  of 
consenting  possessed  by  her  being  appendant  to  her  life 
estate  might  be  released.  [Vicb -Chancellor. — It  would 
scarcely  be  a  subject  of  release,  but  she  might  have  bound  ^v^'^"*^^ 
herself  by  a  contract  not  to  consent]  Having  joined  in 
this  deed,  she  cannot  now  defeat  it:  Evans  v.  Jone8(a). 
[Vicb-Chancbllob. — That  was  a  contract  between  two  par- 
ties to  the  deed,  here  the  tenant  for  life  merely  consents 
to  enable  the  tenant  in  tail  to  bar  his  estate  tail.]  They 
cited  also  the  following  extract  from  Burtons  Compendium, 
p.  308,  5th  edition.  Supposing  a  settlement  on  A.  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  B,  in  tail,  "it  seems  clear  that  the 
power"  of  revocation  by  G,  and  his  heirs  "  might  be  made 
co-extensive  with  that  estate,  because  a  recovery  suffered 
by  the  tenant  in  tail  when  in  possession  would  at  any 
time  effectually  defeat  it  Indeed,  it  is  very  usual  to 
give  a  power  to  the  trustees  and  their  representatives, 
with  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life  or  tenant  in  tail 
in  possession  for  the  time  being,"  to  sell  or  exchange. 
**  While  the  estate  of  the  tenant  for  life  continues,  the 
power,  it  is  true,  is  secured.  The  tenant  in  tail  in  re- 
mainder cannot  suffer  a  recovery  without  the  concur- 
rence of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  even  this  concurrence 
will  not  necessarily  destroy  the  power.  For  his  old  estate 
for  life  may  still  continue,  and  whilst  that  lasts  any 
shifting  use  arising  by  an  exercise  of  the  power  given  to 
the  trustees  must  be  antecedent  to  the  estate  tail,  and 
paramount  to  it  in  title;  and  therefore  the  power  will  still 
continue  exercisable,  notwithstanding  any  act  of  the  te- 
nant in  tail" 

The  reply  was  not  called  for. 


(a)  Supra,  p  29. 
F  f2 
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1854.  ViCB-CUANCELLOB  SiB  W.  PaQB  WoOD: — 

I  think  that  this  power  of  sale  can  be  well  exercised. 
The  ingenious  argument  which  Lord  St  Leonard's  used  in 
Roper  V.  HaU{/ax{a),  has  been  repeated  in  this  case:  that 
the  power  of  sale  was  to  raise  a  shifting  use  which  could 
not  be  said  to  be  paramount  to  the  estate  tail,  and  there- 
fore, when  the  estate  tail  was  barred,  every  interest  con- 
nected with  or  depending  upon  or  subsequent  to  it,  was 
destroyed  also. 

But,  in  this  case,  the  same  difficulty  does  not  occur  as 
in  many  other  cases,  where  a  shifting  use  is  to  be  intro- 
duced in  exercise  of  a  power ;  because  here  it  must  take 
effect  paramount  to  the  estate  tail,  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  sale  and  exchange  being  confined  to  the  life- 
time of  the  tenant  for  life;  and,  therefore,  no  act  of  the 
tenant  in  tail  could  bar  this  power:  there  must  be  a  con- 
tract on  the  part  of  the  tenant  for  life,  not  to  give  that 
consent,  with  which  alone  the  power  could  be  exercised. 
Then,  as  it  is  said  in  the  passage  cited  from  Burton,  it  is 
true  that  all  the  powers  to  be  exercised  during  the  estate 
tail,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  parties  entitled  to  it,  but 
displacing  it  to  the  extent  of  any  interest  created  under 
the  power,  are  barred  by  the  effect  of  a  recovery,  and  that 
18  probably  the  meaning  here  of  the  words  in  this  deed,  in 
order  to  defeat  all  powers  in  defeazance  of  the  estates  tail 
These  words  may  also  refer  to  the  other  estates  of  which 
he  was  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  and  may  be  intended 
to  defeat  all  powers  which  could  affect  them,  and  that 
too  would  be  a  sensible  construction  of  the  words.  But 
I  cannot  import  into  this  deed  a  contract  on  the  part  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  that  she  never  would  consent  to  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  sale,  unless  I  am  driven  to  it, 
in  order  to  give  effect  to  all  the  words  employed;  and 

(a)  8  Taunt,  846. 
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I  think  that  this  deed  is  not  so  framed  as  to  compel  me 
to  come  to  that  conclusion.  The  deed  is  framed  so  as 
to  reserve  the  life  estate,  and  prima  facie  that  would  im- 
ply that  all  the  incidents  of  the  life  estate  were  also  to  be 
preserved;  and,  therefore,  something  very  express  would 
be  necessary  to  deprive  the  tenant  for  life  of  her  right  to 
consent  to  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale.  The  only 
words  which  can  create  any  doubt,  are  those  in  which  the 
disentailing  deed  is  expressed  to  be  made,  to  the  intent 
that  all  "  estates,  powers,  rights,  and  interests  limited  to 
take  effect  after  the  determination  or  in  defeazance  of  the 
estates  tail,  should  be  put  an  end  to,  and  to  limit  the  fee 
simple  in  such  hereditaments.'" 

I  have  already  shewn  that  several  explanations  of  those 
words  may  be  given ;  and  it  may  be  further  observed,  that 
this  is  not  a  recital  of  a  contract  between  these  parties, 
but  was  merely  an  expression  of  the  intention  of  the  te-  • 
nant  in  tail  alone  to  do  all  that  he  could  do,  with  the 
consent  of  the  protector  of  the  settlement,  through  the 
medium  of  his  own  act,  to  bar  the  estate  tail  and  the 
powers  incident  to  it.  There  is  no  contract  on  the  part 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  that  she  will  waive  her  power  of 
consenting  to  the  exercise  of  previous  powers,  which  she 
could  exercise  during  her  life,  her  life  estate  being  ex- 
pressly reserved- 
There  must,  therefore,  be  a  declaration  answering  this 
question  in  the  affirmative. 
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Feb.  8lrt.  DOUaiiAS  V.  DOUGLAS. 


A 


1  vkt.cw,  /ALEXANDER  HOUSTON DOUOLAS made  his  wUl, 
ipwkingfixm  dated  the  30th  of  June,  1843,  of  which  the  material  part 
^^'^L^v:    was  as  follows: — 

Deaths  Speetfio 

traty  inieiuum.  n  j  gj^^  ^^^  bequeath  to  iny  sister  Miss  Elizabeth  Hous- 
The  24Unec-     ton  the  sum  of  lOOOZ.,  of  lawful  money,  to  be  paid  to  her 

tionofthel  .       .  .      . 

Vict  c.  26,  my  said  sister  within  three  months  next  after  my  decease, 
iLt^awm^diaii  *^  purchase  any  article  as  a  token  of  remembrance  of  me ; 
speak  and  take  q^  /  ^  ^tfeo  acquit  and  absolutely  exonerate  my  said  sister 
cuted  immedi-  Jrom  oM  payments  and  claims  in  respect  of  money  laid  out 
deaUiofthe  ^  hy  me  in  repairs  and  improvements  of  ike  estates  in  Scot- 
Tw^rn^^  ^^  ^^  which  I  am  in  possession,  or  receipt  of  the  rents 
tention  appear    as  heir  of  entail,  and  which  money  has.  according  to  the 

by  the  will,  will         •  a  ^  u 

probably  give  .  laws  of  Scotiaud,  been  charged  thereon,  a  proportion  whereof 
^t  to" what  ^y  ^^d  sister,  as  the  next  heir  in  tail  of  the  same  estates, 
bwsn^  ^^ifi  ^g^^  otherwise  have  to  pay,  contribute,  or  make  good  to 
bequest  of  a  my  representatives  or  personal  estate.  And  I  hereby  de- 
al property  be-  claTC,  that  the  bcquest  to  or  in  favour  of  my  said  sister  by 
fore  the  statute,  ^.y^  ^^^  ^jjj  ^q^j  ^ave  been  of  much  larger  amount  had 

a  bequest,  since  she  been  in  need  of  it ;  but  as  my  said  sister  has  a  fortune  of 
my  stockt""  ^^  ^^^  ^^^>  ^^^  "^^  acquire  a  large  addition  thereto  at  my  de- 
wouid  probably  cease,  I  have  only  left  the  above  bequest  as  a  remembrance 

pass  all  the  '  "^  ^ 

stock  of  the  and  token  of  my  sincere  affection  for  her  *  *  *  And  as 

time  of  his   *  to  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  real  and  per- 

gS^of  «^rmy  s^^^l  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and 

stock  which  I  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  and  whether  in  possession, 

have  purchas*  ,  .  t  -  n  i  •   i    -r 

ed,*  must  be  remainder,  reversion,  or  otherwise,  ol  or  to  which  I  may 
stock"actually  die  seised,  possessed,  or  entitled,  or  in,  or  to,  or  over  which 
ff^da*^f*rfi  ^  l^ave,  or,  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  may  have,  any  right, 
wiU. 

A  will  made  since  the  statute  contained  the  words,  **  I  hereby  exonerate  my  sister  from  all  claims 
in  respect  of  money  laid  out  by  me  in  improvements  of  the  estates  in  Scotland,  and  which  money  has, 
according  to  the  laws  of  Scotland,  been  charged  thereon:" — Held,  that  this  exoneration  only  applied 
to  moneys  so  charged  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  not  to  money  afterwards  laid  out  and  chaj^ed!,  nor 
even  to  money  then  laid  out,  but  afterwards  charged. 
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interest)  or  power  of  gift,  devise,  bequest,  direction,  ap- 
pointment, or  disposition,  in  any  manner  howsoever,  I  do 
bereby  (in  case  I  shall  have  no  child  living  at  my  death, 
or  bom  in  due  time  after,  who  shall  live  to  acquire  a  vested 
interest  in  the  residue  of  my  estate  and  effects  under  the 
bequest  hereinbefore  contained)  give,  devise,  bequeath, 
direct,  and  appoint  the  same  and  every  part  thereof  unto 
and  to  the  use  of  my  dear  wife  Louisa  Houston  Dov^laSy 
her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  her 
and  their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit" 
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StcUement, 


The  testator  died  in  June,  1852,  leaving  his  sister  Elizch 
beth  and  his  wife  Louisa  surviving  him. 

The  testator  was  tenant  for  life,  under  a  Scotch  deed  of 
entail,  of  the  estates  mentioned  in  his  will,  of  which  his 
said  sister  Elizabeth  Houston  Douglas^  then  Elizabeth  Hous- 
ton, was  the  nearest  heir  of  taillie. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Montgomerie  Act,  10  Geo. 
3,  c.  51,  the  testator  had,  in  1836,  given  formal  notice  to 
his  said  sister  of  his  intention  to  execute  certain  improve- 
ments on  these  estates,  declaring,  in  the  terms  of  the  said 
statute,  that  he,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  successors,  should 
be  creditors  to  the  heirs  of  taillie  succeeding  to  the  said 
estates  for  three-fourth  parts  of  the  money  so  expended. 


Previously  to  the  date  of  his  will  the  testator  accord- 
ingly expended  4419Z.  in  such  improvements,  in  respect  of 
41242.  I8s,  3d.  of  which,  the  requisite  annual  vouchers  were 
recorded  at  the  date  of  the  wiU,  so  as  to  complete  the 
charge  as  to  that  sum  under  the  provisions  of  the  Mont- 
gomerie Act.  Of  the  remaining  2942.  Is.  9d.,  the  vouchers 
were  recorded  after  the  date  of  the  will;  so  that,  as  to  this 
sum,  the  charge  was  not  then  completed.  The  testator 
laid  out  also  a  considerable  sum  after  the  date  of  the  will. 
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which  was  duly  charged  under  the  Act  at  the  time  of  his 
death. 

These  facts  were  stated  in  a  special  case,  in  which  the 
said  Elizabeth  Houston  Douglas  was  Plaintiff,  and  the  said 
Louisa  Houston  was  Defendant;  and  the  question  was, 
whether  the  exoneration  of  the  estates  by  the  testator's 
win  extended  to  the  sums  so  charged  and  spent  by  the 
testator  after  the  date  of  the  will 

By  the  effect  of  the  Montgomerie  Act,  moneys  laid  out 
according  to  notice  were  not  charged  until  the  vouchers 
were  recorded ;  but,  when  such  record  was  made,  it  related 
back,  so  as  to  charge  three-fourths  of  these  moneys  from 
the  time  when  they  were  laid  out. 


Artfummt.  Mr.  Anderson,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Erskine,  for  the  Plaintiff. — 
The  will  speaks  from  the  death  of  the  testator:  1  Vict  c. 
26,  s.  24.  It  would  have  bfeen  so  as  to  a  bequest  of  per- 
sonalty before  that  statute.  In  Bridgeman  v.  Dove  (a), 
the  following  direction  in  a  will,  "  Creating  St.  Mary's 
and  Creating  St  Olaves,  I  make  liable  to  all  debts  I  have 
contracted  since  1735,"  was  held  to  charge  those  estates 
with  all  debts  due  at  the  death  of  the  testator;  Lord 
Harduncke  saying:  "  *have  contracted'  must  be  read  'shall 
contract,'"  and  it  is  the  same  since  the  Act,  unless  a  con- 
trary intention  appear  by  the  will :  Cole  v.  Scott  (b),  Doe 
d.  York  V  Waiker  (c). 

Mr.  WUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Jessell,  for  the  Defendant — 
An  intention  that  this  will  should  not  speak  from  the 
death  of  the  testator,  but  from  its  date,  sufficiently  appears 
upon  the  face  of  it.  The  intention  might  have  been  so 
manifested  as  to  produce  that  effect  in  bequests  of  per- 

(a)  3  Atk.  201.        (h)  1  Mac.  &  G,  618.        (c)  12  M.  &  W.  691. 
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sonalty  before  the  recent  statute,  as  by  the  word  **  now:'' 
Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Bvry  (a). 

So,  where  a  testator  gave  to  his  son  "  all  sum  and  sums 
of  money  due  to  me  from  him  on  bond  or  any  other  secu- 
rity,'' Sir  Lloyd  Kenyon,  M.  R,  said,  that  the  testator 
must  be  supposed  to  measure  the  bounty  according  to  his 
-  situation  at  the  time  of  making  the  will,  and  held,  that  a 
bond  subsequently  given  to  him  for  an  additional  debt 
was  not  included  in  the  bequest:  SmaUman  v.  OooldenQ)), 

These  cases  were  before  the  new  Act;  but  Lord  Gotten- 
haniy  in  Cole  v.  Scott  (c),  intimated  an  opinion  that  that 
statute  had  not  altered  the  law  as  to  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Anderson,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 
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Douglas. 
Argument 


Vicb-Chancbllok  Sie  W.  Pagb  Wood: — 

The  question  in  this  case  is  one  which,  although  there 
is  not  any  great  difficulty  in  applying  the  law  in  the  pre- 
sent instance,  involves  a  point  of  considerable  interest 
under  the  new  Wills  Act.  The  question  is,  how  far  the 
24th  section  of  the  Act,  which  directs  "  that  every  will 
shall  be  construed,  with  reference  to  the  real  and  personal 
estate  comprised  in  it,  to  speak  and  take  effect  as  if  it  had 
been  executed  immediately  before  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor, unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by  the  will," 
is  to  be  considered  as  applicable  to  those  gifts  of  personal 
property,  which,  before  the  Act,  would  have  been  specific 
legacies. 

As  regards  real  estate,  every  devise  was  specific  before 
the  Act;  but  it  was  important  to  have  a  clause  of  this 

(a)  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  201.     (6)  1  Cox,  329.      (c)  1  Mac.  &  G.  61S. 
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description  in  the  Act  with  reference  to  both  real  and 
personal  property.  It  is  true  that  a  general  bequest  of 
personal  estate  passed,  even  before  the  Wills  Act,  all  that 
the  testator  was  entitled  to  at  the  time  of  his  deatL  But 
there  was  another  considerable  class  of  cases,  in  which 
gifts  of  personalty  were  held  to  be  specific;  and  which, 
since  the  new  statute,  may  possibly  include  portions  of 
the  property  which  would  not  have  passed  except  by  its  * 
operation;  in  particular,  those  cases  in  which  a  testator 
bequeaths  the  whole  of  some  one  genus  of  his  property, 
as,  for  instance,  all  debts  due  to  him  on  bond  or  simple 
contract;  and  the  question  is,  whether  he  is  not  in  such 
cases  to  be  taken  as  knowing  the  statute,  and  intending 
to  give  all  his  property  that  may  answer  that  description 
at  his  death ;  and  Doe  d.  York  v.  Walker  (a)  is  a  strong 
authority  for  the  construction  of  such  a  gift  according  to 
the  view  of  the  PlaintiflF  in  this  case.  In  Doe  d.  Tork  v. 
Walker  (a),  the  gift  was  of  all  the  estates  of  which  I  am 
seised  in  the  parish  oi  Bowden;  and  that  case,  in  fact,  de- 
termined,* that  where  a  testator  describes  property  "of 
idiich  I  am  seised,"  that  is  nothing  more  than  the  expres- 
sion "all  my  estates;"  and  unless  there  is  something  defi- 
nite, as  in  Cole  v.  Scott  (6),  to  shew  that  the  testator  in- 
tended to  refer  to  property  in  his  possession  at  the  date 
of  the  will,  such  a  gift  would  pass  everything  which  an- 
swered the  general  description  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 


In  CoU  V.  Scott  Q}),  Lord  Cottenham  says,  what  every 
one  must  agree  in  thinking  correct,  that  the  intention  of 
the  testator  is  not  to  be  altered;  and  if  it  be  clear  that  the 
testator  is  not  referring  to  a  general  class  of  property,  but 
to  something  specific,  the  new  statute  is  not  to  have  the 
operation  of  passing  property  which  evidently  was  not  in 
the  contemplation  of  the  testator,  where  the  subject  of 


(a)  12  M.  &  W.  691. 


(b)  1  Mac  &  G.  5ia 
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the  gift  appears  to  have  been  defined  and  marked  out  by 
him  as  einsting  at  the  period  when  he  is  speaking. 

I  can  imagine  that,  under  the  new  statute,  a  gift  of 
"  all  my  stock"  would  pass  all  stock  to  which  the  testator 
was  entitled  at  the  time  of  his  death.  But  suppose  the 
bequest  were  of  "  all  my  stock  which  I  have  purchased/' 
that  would  make  a  considerable  difference,  and  would,  I 
ihinky  be  enough  on  the  face  of  the  will  to  ^ew  that  the 
testator  was  defining  the  particular  portion  of  property 
which  he  intended  to  give,  as  being  property  then  in  his 
possession ;  so,  if  the  gift  were  of  ''  all  the  debts  due  to 
me  on  judgments,''  it  is  possible  that  judgments  obtained 
after  the  date  of  the  will  would  pass;  but  if  it  were  "  all 
judgments  which  I  have  registered,"  that  would  be  taking 
a  particular  class  of  judgments  out  of  the  general  class, 
and  would  shew  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  his  will 
to  have  the  sweeping  operation  of  passing  all  judgment 
debts  registered  by  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

In  this  case,  I  am  obliged  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  testator  intended  to  give  only  a  particular  por- 
tion of  the  money  expended  in  improvements,  though  the 
effect  of  that  construction  will  be  somewhat  hard,  looking 
to  the  fact,  that,  under  the  Montgomerie  Act,  the  testator 
is  entitled  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  heirs  in  taillie  succeed- 
ing to  the  estates  for  three  fourth  parts  of  the  money  so 
expended  by  him.  And  looking  to  these  words  only  of 
the  will,  "  I  do  also  acquit  and  absolutely  exonerate  my 
said  sister  from  all  payments  and  claims  in  respect  of 
money  laid  out  by  me  in  repairs  and  improvements  of 
the  estates  in  Scotland^'  I  think  that  upon  those  words, 
coupled  with  the  notices  which  he  had  given,  and  the 
operation  of  the  Montgomerie  Act,  it  might  have  been 
possibly  successfully  argued,  that  money  laid  out  after 
the  date  of  the  will  would  pass  under  such  general  words 
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of  description,  the  testator's  intention  being  to  exone- 
rate his  sister  in  respect  of  all  money  laid  out  under  the 
Act  as  to  which  he  had  given  the  required  notices;  and 
that,  although  the  words  "  laid  out  by  me"  are  in  the  past 
tense,  that  would  not  be  sufficient  indication  of  an  in- 
tention to  confine  the  exoneration  to  money  laid  out  at 
the  date  of  the  will. 


But  the  subsequent  words  *^  and  which  money  has,  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  Scotland,  been  charged  thereon," 
are  so  clear,  precise,  and  specific,  that  they  must  be  held 
to  point  to  the  particular  date  of  the  will,  and  to  refer  to 
those  moneys  only  as  to  which  he  had  gone  through  the 
ceremonies  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  ScoUand,  in  respect 
of  which  he  had  given  notice  that  he  intended  to  be  a 
creditor,  and  had  recorded  a  charge  and  made  himself  a 
creditor^  not  against  the  estate  strictly  speaking,  because 
it  is  rather  a  personal  charge  against  the  heir  in  taillie. 
The  testator  had  a  meaning  in  those  expressions,  they 
only  refer  to  that  money  which  he  had  actually  laid  out 
and  made  chargeable  on  the  heir  in  tail  in  respect  of  her 
interest  in  the  estata  He  intended  to  exonerate  her 
from  these  charges.  If  he  had  omitted  to  record  them 
from  year  to  year,  the  charges  would  have  been  lost; 
therefore  it  is  not  an  ideal  difference  that  he  is  making. 
There  might  have  been  money  laid  out  in  improvements 
and  not  charged  upon  the  property;  therefore,  those  words, 
though  words  of  description,  serve  to  identify  the  particu- 
lar moneys  to  which  the  testator  intended  to  refer.  It  is 
said,  that,  if  the  general  words  would  have  passed  all  the 
moneys  laid  out  at  his  death,  I  must  not  limit  them  by 
the  other  words  of  description ;  but,  when  I  am  giving  a 
statutory  effect  to  the  words,  and  not  their  plain  gram- 
matical meaning,  for,  according  to  that,  they  are  all  in 
the  past  tense,  the  description  of  the  property  is  the 
very  thing  to  which  I  must  look,  in  order  to  identify  it 
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And  if  the  intention  has  been  such  as  the  Act  requires, 
and  is  expressed  with  sufficient  clearness  on  the  face  of  the 
will  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute,  I  do  not  see  any  mode 
in  which  I  could  weaken  the  efficacy  of  those  words  as 
describing  the  particular  property.    There  are  other  words 
which  have  some  bearing  on  the  question,  such  as  where 
the  testator  says,  "  the  bequest  to  or  in  favour  of  my  said 
sister  by  this  my  will  would  have  been  of  much  larger 
amount  had  she  been  in  need  of  it ;  but  as  my  said  sister 
has  a  fortune  of  her  own,  and  will  acquire  a  large  addi- 
tion thereto  at  my  decease,  I  have  only  left  the  above 
bequest  as  a  remembrance  and  token  of  my  sincere  af- 
fection for  her."     Coupling  the  language  there  used  with 
that  of  the  bequest  of  lOOOZ.  to  purchase  a  token  of  re- 
membrance, I  am  inclined  to  think,  that  the  testator  did 
there  refer  to  that  particular  bequest  only,  and  not  to 
the  exoneration.     Still,  the  exoneration  of  the  property 
follows  the  bequest  of  lOOOZ.,  and  this  clause,  as  to  the 
sister,  comes  afterwards.     It  is  not,  however,  so  clear  as 
to  enable  me  to  rely  on  those  words  alone  for  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator,  merely  as  indicating  that  he  was 
measuring  his  bounty  by  the  scale  of  the  amount  of  the 
exoneration.      He  also  sometimes,  in  other  parts  of  his 
will,  distinguishes  between  the  past  and  future  tenses. 
"  My  sister  has  a  fortune. of  her  own,  and  will  acquire  a 
large  addition  thereto  at  my  decease;"  and,  again,  of  pro- 
perty "  over  which  I  have,  or  at  the  time  of  my  decease 
may  have,  any  right ;"  but  I  think  the  conclusive  part  of 
the  will  is,  where  he  is  speaking  of  the  moneys  as  actually 
charged    This  construction  will  exclude  the  294?.,  and 
also  the  moneys  expended  after  the  date  of  the  will. 
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March,  3rrf.       SMITH  v.  THE  LONDON  AND  SOUTH  WESTERN 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

Aceouni-in-  X  HE  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  by  the  owners,  under  an 

^h!^i^^  assignment  dated  the  15th  of  August,  1845,  of  a  patent 

^^j^"  for  a  peculiar  mode  of  making  the  wheels  of  carriages  in 

: —  iron,  chiefly  adapted  for  the  wheels  of  railway  engines, 

decree  mequhy  The  letters  patent  were  dated  on  the  14th  of  August, 

S'^^profito*  1835,  and  the  privilege  was  given  for  fourteen  years  from 

made  by  the  ^hat  date,  that  is,  to  continue  till  the  1 4th  of  August,  1 849. 

mannfiActiire 
and  use  of  arti- 

dee  in  infringe-  During  the  continuance  of  the  patent,  the  PlaintilTs  dis- 
te^^iiiScMent  covered  that  it  was  being  infringed  by  several  railway 
am^^'n^on'  companies,  and  in  particular  by  the  London  and  North- 
to reatrain  fii-  Westem  Railway  Company;  and,  after  a  long  negotiation 
mento;  and  and  Correspondence,  on  the  29th  of  May,  1852,  an  action 
ii  mSle  for^e  '^^  commenced  by  the  Plaintiffs,  in  the  Queen's  Bench, 
injunction,  the  against  the  Loudon  and  North-  Western  Railway  Company, 
not  be  decreed,  to  recover  damages  from  them  for  an  infringement  of  the 
of '^^*teTfo'  patent;  and  the  validity  of  the  patent  came  in  question  in 
a  peoiliar  mode  the  action,  which  was  decided  in  the  Plaintiffs'  favour  in 

of  oianu£Eu:tar-       .  ./»  i  ■•.  •  n        t  •■• 

ing  iron  wheels  the  Spring  of  1853,  and  a  verdict  was  given  for  them  with 
K^JinT   1250i- damages.      ' 

diacovered  that 

■everal  railway        The  Plaintiffs  now  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against  ano- 

companies  were  , 

Tioiating  their  ther  railway  company,  namely,  the  London  and  South  West- 

S*Mtion  for  *  ^^^  Railway  Company,  alleging  that  they  had  recently  dis- 

SSTofTuX^"^  covered,  as  the  fact  was,  that  the  Defendants,  the  London 

companies  only,  and  South  Western  Railway  Company,  were  infringing  the 

any  way  give  said  letters  patent,  to  the  Plaintiffs'  great  prejudice;  and 

oSeTcwn^-  ^^^^  ^^®y  were,  without  the  leave  and  license  of  the  Plain- 

mes  to  discon-  ^jflfg^  manufacturing  or  causing  to  be  manufactured  in  Eng- 

fringements  of 

the  Plaintiffs*  right.  In  the  action,  the  validity  of  the  patent  was  disputed,  and  it  was  not  decided 
until  three  years  after  the  patent  had  expired,  when  a  verdict  was  given  for  the  Plaintiffs,  with  large 
damages.  Thereupon  the  Plaintiffs  filed  a  bill  for  an  account  of  protits,  and  an  injunction  against 
another  of  the  companies  who  had  infringed  their  patent,  complaining  of  acts  done  nine  years  before : 
— //eU,  that  the  delay  was  not  excused  by  the  pendency  of  the  action,  but  was  £ital  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs' case. 
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land,  and  were  using  for  their  own  profit  and  emolument,        1864. 
large  quantities  of  wheels,  made  in  the  manner  and  accord-        surm 
ing  to  the  principle  of  the  said  invention,  and  in  breach  of   ^^^  ^ 
the  said  letters  patent,  and  were  also  using  large  quantities     and  South 
of  such  wheels  manufactured  by  other  persons  in  breach  of  railway  Co. 
the  said  letters  patent,  and  that  they  were  thereby  deriving     suHtemeni. 
great  gains  and  profits ;  and  the  Plaintifib  thereupon  ap- 
plied to  the  Defendants,  the  London  and  South  Western 
Railway  Company,  and  requested  them  to  discontinue 
their  said  infringements,  and  to  make  compensation  for  the 
same;  and,  in  particular,  in  the  month  of  April,  1853,  the 
PlaintiflB  wrote  and  sent  to  the  Defendants  a  letter,  which, 
so  far  as  material,  was  in  the  words  and  figures  following: 
"  Liverpool,  1 2th  of  April,  1 853.    The  validity  of  Mr.  Day's 
patent  for  a  wrought-iron  wheel  having  now  been  esta- 
blished by  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  at  the  last  Liverpool  As- 
sizes, we  are  requested  to  apply  for  an  account  of  the 
wheels  manufactured  or  used  by  you  prior  to  the  expira- 
tion of  the  patent  in  August,  3  84.9,  and  we  will  then  sub- 
mit for  your  consideration  a  rate  of  royalty,  which  will  be 
reasonable,  and  we  have  no  doubt  will  be  satisfactory  to 
you.    We  shall  feel  obliged  by  an  early  answer.''    And  on 
the  13th  of  May,  1853,  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  wrote  and 
sent  to  the  Defendants  another  letter,  which,  so  far  as  ma- 
terial, was  in  the  words  and  figures  following: — ^^ Liverpool, 
13th  of  May,  1853.    Referring  to  our  letters  to  you  on  the 
subjects  of  infringements  of  Mr.  Day's  patent  for  wrought- 
iron  wheels,  we  are  directed  to  state,  that,  unless  the  in- 
formation sought  for  by  us  be  furnished  before  the  20th  in- 
stant, it  will  render  it  necessary  to  commence  legal  pro- 
ceedings; and  we  shall  in  such  event  give  in  evidence  the 
applications  we  have  made  to  save  the  expenses  of  a  bill  of 
discovery  and  account."     But,  the  bill  alleged,  the  Defend- 
ants, the  London  and  South  Western  Railway  Company, 
had  refused  to  comply  with  the  requirements  contained  in 
the  said  letters;  and  in  particular,  the  said  Defendants, 
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1854.        on  the  6th  of  June,  1853^  through  their  agent,  wrote  and 
"  Smith       ®®^*  ^  *^®  Plaintiffs'  said  solicitor  a  letter,  which,  so  far  as 
»•  material,  was  in  the  words  and  figures  following: — "Gten- 

AND  South     tlemen — In  reply  to  jour  letter  of  the  3rd  instant,  I  am  in- 
JUii^ayCo.  Btructed  to  say,  that  the  company  have  made  no  wrought- 
of^^^l^     iron  wheels  before  1 849,  nor  at  any  time  previous  to  the  late 
application ;  but  that  the  company  cannot  conceive  on  what 
grounds  you  can  call  upon  them  to  state  what  wheels  they 
have  purchased  and  used."    And  the  bill  alleged,  that  the 
Plaintiffs  had  been  unable  to  obtain  evidence  of  the  num- 
ber and  value  of  the  wheels  so  made,  or  of  the  wheels  so 
used  by  the  Defendants  the  London  and  Sautk  Western 
Railway  Company  in  breach  of  the  said  letters  patent; 
and  the  Plaintiffs  were  advised,  that,  as  the  validity  of 
the  said  patent  had  been  disputed  by  the  London  and 
North   Western  Railway  Company,  and  would  come  in 
question  in  the  aforesaid  action,  the  Plaintiffs  could  not 
with  propriety  or  effect  institute  proceedings  against  the 
Defendants  the  London  and  Soxdh  Western  Railway  Com- 
pany, until  the  aforesaid  action  against  the  London  and 
North  Western  Railway  Company  had  been  tried  and  dis- 
posed of,  and  the  validity  of  the  said  letters  patent  esta- 
blished at  law.     The  bill  prayed  that  an  account  might  be 
taken,  by  and  under  the  direction  of  the  Court,  of  all  and 
every  the  wheels  made  or  manufactured  on  the  principle 
of  the  aforesaid  invention,  in  breach  of  the  said  letters  pa- 
tent, which  had  been  made  or  caused  to  be  made  or  used 
by  the  Defendants  the  said  London  and  South  Western 
Railway  Company,  or  by  any  other  person  or  persons  by 
their  order  or  on  their  behalf,  between  the  said  15th  day 
of  August,  1845,  and  the  said  14th  day  of  August,  1849, 
and  also  an  account  of  all  such  of  the  said  wheels  as  had 
been  sold  or  disposed  of  by  or  by  the  order  or  for  the  use 
of  the  said  Defendants  the  London  and  South  Western 
Railway  Company,  and  of  the  gains  and  profits  made 
thereby ;  and  also  an  account  of  all  the  gains,  profits,  and 
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emoluments  made  or  derived  by  the  said  last-named  De- 
fendants, from  or  by  reason  of  the  use  or  emplojrment  of 
any  such  wheels  as  aforesaid,  from  the  15th  day  of  Au- 
gust, 1845,  to  the  present  time;  and  that  the  said  Defend- 
ants the  said  London  and  South  Western  Railway  Company 
might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  what  should  be 
found  to  be  due  to  them  upon  the  taking  of  the  said  ac- 
counts, and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  said  London 
and  South  Western  Railway  Company,  their  servants, 
agents,  and  workmen  from  using,  or  causing  to  be  used, 
and  also  from  selling  or  otherwise  disposing  of  any  wheels 
made  during  the  said  term  of  fourteen  years,  on  the  prin- 
ciple of  this  discovery,  or  in  breach  of  the  said  letters  pa- 
tent, or  only  colourably  differing  therefrom. 
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The  Defendants,  the  company,  by  their  answer  admit- 
ted, that  they  had,  before  the  expiration  of  the  patent,  pur- 
chased about  402  wheels,  which  were  made  on  the  principle 
of  the  Plaintiffs'  patent,  and  had  used  them  since  1845, 
and  were  still  using  them,  without  the  leave  or  license  of 
the  Plaintiffs;  and  the  Defendants  also  admitted  the  cor- 
respondence above  mentioned,  and  the  refusal  of  the  com- 
pany to  comply  with  the  request  then  made  by  the  Plain- 
tiffs; and  that,  during  the  continuance  of  the  patent,  the 
company  had  advertised  for  wrought-iron  wheels ;  and  that 
tenders  were  made  to  them  by  different  persons,  and  large 
quantities  of  wheels  ordered  and  supplied  to  the  company 
accordingly;  and  that  such  wheels  were  made  according  to 
the  principle  of  the  said  invention,  but  that  the  company 
had  never  manufactured  any  such  wheels;  and  that  the 
company  were  then  running  engines,  two  in  particular, 
called  respectively  the  "  Saturn  "  and  "  Plutus,"  made  by 
other  parties,  with  such  wheels;  and  the  Defendants  sub- 
mitted to  the  Court,  whether  that  was  in  breach  of  the 
injunction.  These  admissions  were  read  in  evidence  by 
the  Plaintiffs. 

VOL.  I.  QQ  E.  K.  w. 
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Affidavits  were  filed  in  support  of  the  bill;  and  among 
others,  one  estimating  the  increased  profit  which  would 
be  made  by  an  engine  with  the  patent  wheels  to  amount 
to  8S3L  in  ten  years.  The  Plaintifis  had  not  applied  for 
an  injunction  by  interlocutory  motion. 


staiememL         rjij^^  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 


ArgumaU, 


Mr.  W.  M,  JameSy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Sdwyn,  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs.— ^Mere  user  of  an  article  made  in  infringement  of  a 
patent^  will  entitle  the  patentee  to  an  injunction  and  ac- 
count, where  the  user  is  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  and  of 
securing  an  increased  profit  in  that  trade.  In  Caldwdl  y. 
Van  Vlissengen  (a),  it  was  decided  that  such  user  was  a 
sufficient  ground  for  an  injunction,  the  facts  there  being 
that  a  Dutchman  had  fitted  up  a  steamer  in  Holland 
with  propellers,  manufactured  there  by  Dutchmen^  on 
the  principle  of  an  English  patent  invention;  and  this 
steamer  being  employed  in  trading  between  Holland  and 
this  country,  an  injunction  was  granted,  at  the  suit  of 
the  owners  of  the  patent,  to  prevent  the  use  of  the  invention 
by  this  Dutchman  within  the  limits  of  the  United  King- 
dont  So  an  injunction  will  be  granted  to  restrain  such 
user,  after  the  expiration  of  the  patent,  in  respect  of  arti- 
cles which  had  been  manufactured  previously.  In  Cross- 
ley  V.  Beverley  (b)  an  ex  parte  injunction  was  granted  to 
restrain  the  Defendant  from  selling,  before  or  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  patent,  a  quantity;  of  gas-meters  which  had 
been  made  according  to  the  Plaintiffs'  invention  during 
the  continuance  of  their  patent,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
thrown  into  the  market  directly  the  patent  was  at  an  end. 

But  the  account,  which  is  the  chief  object  in  this  suit, 
may  be  decreed  without  granting  an  injunction,  to  which 
an  account  in  such  cases  is  not  necessarily  incident     The 


(a)  9  Hare,  416. 


(6)  1  Russ.  &  My.  166,  n. 
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principle  on  which  an  account  is  directed  in  this  Court 
is,  that  there  is  not  at  law  any  convenient  mode  of 
taking  the  account  in  a  complicated  case.  In  ParroU 
V.  Palmer  (a)  it  is  laid  down,  that  the  general  "rule 
is  to  make  account  the  incident  and  not  the  princi- 
pal, where  there  is  a  remedy  at  law;"  but  mines  and 
perhaps  timber  are  considered  to  be  exceptions  to  this 
rule.  "The  rule  is  not  that  in  any  particular  instance, 
where,  from  accidental  circumstances,  the  party  fails  in 
obtaining  an  injunction,  he  cannot  have  an  account;  it 
only  is  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  question,  injunction 
is  not  competent  and  could  not  be  prayed,  as  where  the 
waste  has  been  committed  by  a  former  tenant,  and  his 
lease  is  out  or  his  term  assigned,  and  consequently  there 
is  nothing  to  act  upon,  no  account  will  lie."  In  Whit- 
field  V.  Bemt(b),  a  tenant  for  life  of  settled  lands,  having 
cut  down  timber  and  threatening  to  open  mines,  the  re- 
versioner brought  a  bill  for  an  account  of  the  timber  and 
to  stay  his  opening  mines;  and  Lord  Macclesfield  said, "  As 
to  the  objection  that  trover  will  lie  at  law,  it  may  be  very 
necessary  for  the  party  who  has  the  inheritance  to  bring 
his  bill  in  this  Court,  because  it  may  be  impossible  for 
him  to  discover  the  value  of  the  timber,  it  being  in  the 
possession  of,  and  cut  down  by  the  tenant  for  life."  So 
far  from  the  account  being  incident  to  the  injunction,  un- 
til lately,  the  common  practice  was  to  insert  a  prayer  for 
an  account  in  all  injunction  bills,  to  sustain  the  prayer  for 
an  injunction.  Moreover,  in  this  case,  the  assistance  of 
the  Court  was  necessary  to  obtain  discovery  of  the  number 
of  wheels  used  in  infringement  of  the  patent,  and  the  ac- 
count would  follow  upon  that. 

The  delay  which  has  taken  place  was  necessary,  to  allow 
time  for  the  trial  of  the  action  at  law,  which  involved  the 
question  of  the  validity  of  the  patent;  and  it  would  have 
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(a)  3  My.  &  K.  642. 


(6)  2  P.  Wms.  240. 
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1854        ^^Q  most  vexatious  to  have  instituted  such  a  suit  as 

^7"^*^     ^      this  while  that  question  was  pending  for  decision.     [Vice- 

f».  Chancellor. — The  suit  might  have  been  commenced,  and 

AND  SoiTH     would  probably  have  been  retained  to  await  the  event  of 

lu^LWA?Ca  the  action.] 

Ar^menL  ^  Danid,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  BaggaUay,  for  the  Defendants. 
— The  delay  and  laches  of  the  Plaintiffs  have  barred  their 
right  to  any  relief,  for  they  have  waited  until  four  years 
after  the  patent  has  expired,  having  all  the  time  know- 
ledge of  the  alleged  infringements,  and  never  even  re- 
monstrating against  them  or  giving  any  notice  to  discon- 
tinue them.  In  Croadey  v.  The  Derby  Oas  Company  (a), 
the  account  was  directed  only  for  six  years  previous  to 
filing  the  bill,  and  during  the  existence  of  the  patent 
That,  in  this  case,  would  only  include  the  last  two  years 
of  the  duration  of  the  patent.  But  the  account  in  all 
these  cases  is  incident  to  the  right  to  an  injunction,  and 
that  right  is  here  gone  with  the  termination  of  the  patent 
itself  In  Bacon  v.  Jones  (jk),  a  patentee  filed  a  bill  for  an 
account  of  profits,  and  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  con- 
tinuance of  infringements  of  the  Plaintifi^s  patent ;  and  the 
Defendant,  by  his  answer,  having  denied  the  validity  of 
the  patent,  the  Plaintiff  did  not  apply  for  an  injunction  by 
interlocutory  motion,  but  went  into  evidence  in  support 
of  the  patent,  and  brought  the  suit  to  a  hearing;  and  the 
evidence  not  establishing  a  case  for  an  injunction,  the  bill 
was  dismissed,  with  costs. 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C.,  in  reply. 


Jvdgmml.       ViCB-ChANCELLOB  SiR  W.  PaOE  WoOD: — 

I  think  that  the  case  now  before  me  is  suflSciently  clear 
on  the  ground  of  delay  alone.     If  it  had  rested  solely  up- 

(a)  3  My.  &  Cr.  428.  (h)  4  My.  &  Cr.  433. 
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on  the  expiration  of  the  patent,  and  the  bill  had  been        1854. 
filed  a  few  days  or  weeks,  or  even  months,  after  its  expira-      "^^JJ^ 
tion,  there  might  have  been  more  difficulty;  but  there  »• 

would  have  been  a  great  doubt,  even  then,  whether  the  and  Sooth 

Court  could  interfere.  r1Ta"v  ^. 


The  true  ground  of  the  relief  in  these  cases  is  laid  down 
in  Bailey  v.  Taylor  (a),  where  Sir  J,  Leach,  M.  R,  says : 
"  The  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  give  to  a  Plaintiff  a  re- 
medy for  an  alleged  piracy,  unless  he  can  make  out  that 
he  is  entitled  to  the  equitable  interposition  of  this  Court 
by  injunction ;  and,  in  such  case,  the  Court  will  also  give 
him  an  account,  that  his  remedy  here  may  be  complete.  If 
this  Court  do  not  interfere  by  injunction,  then  his  remedy, 
as  in  the  case  of  any  other  injury  to  his  property,  must  be 
at  law.''  Unless  that  primary  right  to  an  injunction  ei- 
ists,  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  with  reference  to  a  mere 
question  of  damages. 

In  a  case  where  the  patent  has  expired,  there  is  first 
this  difficulty,  that  the  object  of  the  Court  in  interfering 
by  injunction  at  all  is,  as  has  been  stated  by  Lord  Eldon 
in  several  cases  (6),  the  prevention  of  a  multiplicity  of  ac- 
tions, which  might  be  rendered  necessary  by  continual  in- 
fringements of  the  patent;  but  that  probable  inconvenience 
is  at  an  end  when  the  patent  has  expired.  Unless,  there- 
fore, a  case  were  made  out,  of  a  numerous  series  of  past 
infringements,  from  which  the  parties  were  still  deriving 
advantage,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  how  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  could  attach,  or  the  relief  by  injunction  could 
be  arrived  at,  after  the  expiration  of  the  patent.  In  Cross- 
ley  V.  Beverley  (c)  there  was  a  specific  ground  made  for  that 
relief,  namely,  that  the  Defendants  had  been  manufactur- 

(a)  1  Russ.  &  My.  76.  (c)  1  R  &  M.  166,  n.;   Web- 

(b)  Ha/rmer  v.  PlanSy  14  Ves.  ster's  Patent  Cases,  Dig.  109;  4 
132 ;  Lawrence  v.  Smith,  Jac.  472.      L.  J..  N.  S.,  Chanc,  26. 


Judgment, 
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ing  the  patented  articles  for  some  time,  and  keeping  it 
secret  from  the  Plaintiff  by  excluding  him  from  their  pre- 
mises. They  had  been  doing  this  fraudulently,  for  the 
purpose  of  pouring  into  the  market  the  articles  so  manu- 
factured directly  the  patent  should  have  expired.  The 
Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  a  few  days  before  that  time,  and 
therefore,  while  the  right  did  actually  exist,  and  he  had 
then  a  right  to  have  an  injunction,  and  the  right  to  sue 
having  been  thus  acquired,  the  Court  extended  it  to  re- 
strain using  the  articles  so  manufactured  after  the  patent 
had  expired.  Such  a  case  of  a  fraudulent  attempt  to  evade 
the  patent  might  occur,  as  would  enable  the  Court  to  re- 
strain the  use  of  articles  made  in  infringement  of  the  pa- 
tent, and  kept  back  until  it  expired,  even  after  its  expira- 
tion; and  the  Plaintiff,  having  thus  obtained  a  right  to 
the  injunction,  the  right  to  an  account  would  follow.  In 
Crosdey  v.  Beverley  (a),  Lord  Brougham  had  to  consider 
the  effect  of  delay,  and  said,  that  delay  in  cases  of  this  de- 
scription would  be  a  considerable  ground  for  refusing  to 
decree  an  account,  notwithstanding  that  an  injunction  had 
been  obtained  in  that  case,  unless  the  delay  could  be  satis- 
factorily explained.  His  Lordship  thought  that  it  was  ex- 
plained in  that  case,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  the  injunction  and  also  the  account.  In  Bailey  v.  Tay- 
lor Q>)  an  interlocutory  injunction  had  been  applied  for 
and  refused;  but  Sir  John  Leach,  M.  R.,  said,  that  the 
Plaintiff  might  claim  it  at  the  hearing. 


I  have  therefore  to  consider  in  this  case  whether  it  is 
right  to  grant  an  injunction.  What  case  have  I  here  for 
that  relief?  The  Plaintiffs  did  not  file  their  bill  until  three 
years  after  the  patent  had  expired.  During  the  whole 
time  numerous  violations  of  the  patent  were  going  on,  of 
which  they  were  aware.     They  proceeded  to  bring  an  ac- 

(a)  4  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Chanc,  26;  Webster's  Patent  Cases,  Dig.  109. 
(6)  1  Russ.  &  My.  73. 


Judgment, 
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tion  against  the  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Com-        ism. 
panj  in  respect  of  alleged  violations  committed  by  them;      "^^ 
but  they  did  not  give  the  least  intimation  to  the  Defend-  ©. 

ants  that  they  should  hold  them  responsible  for  any  viola-  and  South 
tion  of  the  patent;  and  not  until  nine  years  after  some  of  jul^^j^Co 
the  infringements  now  complained  of  were  committed,  and 
when  the  patent  had  expired,  was  any  attempt  made  to 
restrain  the  Defendants  by  injunction  or  otherwise.  Now, 
I  think  that  a  delay  of  nine  months  would  be  sufficient  to 
induce  the  Court  to  say,  that  it  was  not  a  case  in  which  the 
Court  would  interfere  by  injunction,  especially  after  the 
expiration  of  the  patent.  Therefore,  as  to  any  right  now 
to  ask  for  an  account,  the  right  to  which  appears  to  be 
entirely  ancillary  to  the  injunction,  it  must  in  this  case 
completely  fail.  I  think  that  the  circumstance  that  some 
wheels  are  in  use  which  were  manufactured  before  the  pa- 
tent expired,  does  not  alter  the  case:  the  objection  of  de- 
lay applies  to  them  also.  And  as  the  Plaintiffs  could  clear- 
ly, under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  only  have  filed  a 
bill  for  discovery,  and  must  have  paid  the  costs  of  it,  I 
think  that  this  bill  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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1854. 

MoTch  ^h.    In  the  Matter  op  GEORGE  THOMAS  CARPENTER, 

AN  Infant; 

In  the  Matter  of  THE  TRUSTEE  ACT,  1850. 


Ocmamdhe       IXEOROE  CARPENTER,  tenant  in  fee  of  certain 
Estate— Tnti-    copjhold  hereditaments  of  the  manor  of  CharJbv/ry,  to 


cop7 
*Zi%}^^^'     which  he  had  been  duly  admitted,  verbally  agreed  to  sell 
_    ,  .    them  to  Lord  Churchill,  who  wished  to  purchase  these 

The  infimt  heir 

of  a  penon  who  copyholds  as  an  investment  for  a  sum  of  money  which  had 
tate,  leaTing  hoeu  paid  into  Court  by  a  railway  company,  as  the  price 
iSch*he*had  ^^  Certain  lands  devised  by  the  Duke  of  Marlborough,  and 
in  his  lifetime    taken  by  the  company. 

contracted  to 
■ell,  is  not  a 

tralltM  fOT  the  I^  ^^  agreed  that  Lord  Churchill  should  pay  the  pur- 
pu^ia*Br  with,  chasc  money,  and  receive  it  back  from  the  Accountant 
Act,  1 850,  un-    General, 

less  he  has  been 
declared  to  be 

StheC^^  By  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  the  usual  refer- 
ence  was  made,  to  ascertain  whether  the  purchase  was  fit 
and  proper;  and  the  Master  found  that  it  was,  and  his 
report  was  confirmed,  and  a  reference  was  made  as  to  the 
title.  The  Master  found  that  a  good  title  could  be  made; 
his  report  was  confirmed,  and  it  was  referred  to  him  to 
settle  proper  conveyances,  and  to  appoint  a  trustee  to 
whom  the  copyholds  might  be  siirrendered,  upon  the  trusts 
of  the  will  of  the  Duke  of  Marlborough;  and  on  the  due 
execution  of  such  conveyances  being  certified  by  the  Mas- 
ter, it  was  ordered  that  the  money  should  be  raised,  and 
paid  to  Lord  Churchill, 

A  draft  covenant  to  surrender  the  copyhold,  and  a  draft 
memorandum  of  surrender,  by  Oeorge  Carpenter,  to  the 
proposed  trustee,  were  accordingly  prepared;  and  upon 
each  of  these  George  Carpenter^s  solicitors  wrote   and 
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signed  on  his  behalf  their  approval,  in  the  words,  "  We  see         i864. 
no  objection  to  this  draft  on  behalf  of  Mr.  0,  Carpenter:      "^T^ — ' 
TUdey  &  WHkins,  13th  August,  1852."  CAEPEJIiBR. 

StalemenL 
The  two  drafts  were  then  engrossed,  and  Oeorge  Car- 
penter was  requested  to  execute  them;  but  this  was  pre- 
vented by  his  death  on  the  30th  of  December,  1852. 

Oeorge  Carpenter  died  intestate,  leaving  his  eldest  son, 
Oeorge  Thomas  Carpenter,  an  infant,  his  heir  according. to 
the  custom  of  the  manor  of  Charlbury.  Letters  of  ad- 
ministration of  the  estate  and  effects  of  Oeorge  Carpenter 
were  granted  to  his  widow,  Mary  Carpenter. 

Mary  Carpenter  now  presented  a  petition  under  the 
Trustee  Act,  1850,  stating  that  she  was  advised  that  the 
said  Oeorge  Thomas  Carpenter  was  a  trustee  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act,  and  praying  that  one  Thomas  Oard- 
ner  might  be  appointed  to  convey  the  said  copyholds,  for 
the  infant's  estate  therein,  to  the  trustees  of  the  devised 
estates  of  the  Duke  of  Marlborough, 


Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Field,  for  the  petition,  referred  AryumenL 
to  the  interpretation  clause  of  the  Trustee  Act,  1850, 
which  provides  that  "the  words  Hrust,'  and  'trustee,'  shall 
extend  to  and  include  implied  and  constructive  trusts,'' 
and  to  Re  Angelo  (a),  in  which,  upon  petition,  a  debtor  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  was  held  to  be  constructively  a  trus- 
tee of  certain  shares  in  a  bank,  which  he  had  pledged ; 
and  a  person  was  appointed  in  his  place  to  transfer  them. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  referred  to  sect.  29     judgment. 
of  the  Trustee  Act,  1850,  and  to  sect.  1  of  the  Amending 

(a)6l)eG.&S.278. 
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1854.        Act,  15  &  16  Vict  c.  55y  as  shewing  that  in  cases  of  real 
"^  ,"     "      estate  the  constructive  trust  must  first  have  been  declared 

In  r$ 

Carpbntbr.  bj  a  decree  of  the  Court;  and  said,  that  the  reason  of  that 
JudgmenL  was,  that  there  might  always  be  a  question  whether  the 
contract  could  be  enforced  by  a  suit  for  specific  perform- 
ance; and  it  would  be  extremely  inconvenient  to  declare 
the  vendor  to  be  a  trustee  upon  a  petition  on  which  that 
point  could  not  be  decided.  His  Honour  referred  to  a  case 
of  Re  Prohert  (a),  in  which,  after  he  had  declined  to  make 
an  order,  the  Lords  Justices  also  held,  that  a  lessee  who 
had  mortgaged  by  way  of  underlease,  and  covenanted  to 
stand  possessed  of  the  reversion  of  his  lease  in  trust  for 
the  mortgagee  and  his  assigns,  was  not  such  a  trustee  for 
an  assign  of  the  mortgagee  to  whom  he  had  sold  the  under- 
lease by  virtue  of  a  power  of  sale  in  the  mortgage  deed. 

His  Honour,  therefore,  thought  that  he  could  not  make 
the  order. 

(a)22L.  J.,Chanc.,  948. 
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1854. 


HERVEY  V,  FITZPATRICK. 


March  IQth. 


UAMES  HERVEY,  the  son  of  the  Plaintiff,  died  in  jurUdiokm^ 
the  town  of  Cape  Coast,  on  the  Gold  Coast  of  Africa,  on  t^^^^ 
the  19th  of  April,  1853,  intestate,  and  possessed  of  per-  ^'^^^J 
sonal  property  to  a  considerable  amount,  which  was,  at  the  Receiver, 
time  of  his  death,  in  the  said  town  and  in  Accra  on  the  a  person  hold- 
Gol^  Coast.  ^t'^ftX 

jesty  the  office 
of  Judicial  As- 

The  Plaintiff,  on  the  12th  of  December,  1853,  obtained  searortothe 
from  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  letters  of  ad-  and^m^aSo 
ministration  to  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  Chief  Judge  of 

^  ^  her  Majesty  8 

James  Hervey;  and,  as  sole  next  of  kin  and  administrator  dominions  on 
of  the  said  James  Ilei^ey,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  all  his  of  ii/noo,  took 
personal  estate  in  this  country,  and  in  the  said  settlement.  ^JJJni^^effocu* 

of  a  British 
subject,  who 

James  Coleman  Fitzpatrick,  one  of  the  defendants  to  died  intestate, 

domiciled  at 

this  suit,  was,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  Jamss  Cape  Coatt 

Hervey,  resident  in  the  settlement  of  Cape  Coast  Cattle,  aiSTdaL^'^' 

and  he  filled  the  office  of  Judicial  Assessor  in  the  neigh-  ^^nj^?^^ 

bouring  territories;  and  the  said  Defendant,  immediately  of  these  aswts, 

by  usage,  in  his 

after  the  death  of  the  said  James  Hervey,  took  possession  of  capacity  of  Ju- 
all  his  personal  estate  and  effects  within  the  colony,  and  ^^  ^  Il^to 
acted  in  the  administration  thereof,  and  refused  to  deliver  5?  ®°**^®^  ^ 

7ipercent.com- 

up  or  account  for  the  same  to  the  Plaintiff's  attorney,  to  mission  upon 

them.  He  af- 
terwards trans- 
mitted part  of  the  assets  to  this  country  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  carried  to  the  account  of  the 
intestate's  estate,  :ind  came  to  this  country  himself  on  leave  of  absence  for  a  short  time.  The  fiither 
of  the  intestate,  being  his  sole  next  of  kin,  obtained  letters  of  administration  to  him  in  England,Kad 
filed  his  bill  against  the  Judicial  Assessor  for  administration,  and  for  a  receiver.  And  upon  motion 
for  a  receiver  in  the  suit: — //c/ri,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  jurisdiction  to  sustain  the  appli- 
cation, as  the  assets  and  the  Judicial  Assessor  were  both  in  this  country,  whatever  might  be  the 
nature  of  his  authority;  and  that,  there  being  the  danger  of  his  taking  the  assets  again  out  of  the 
jurisdiction,  although  he  might  be  the  proper  representative  of  the  intestate  in  Africa,  a  good  case 
was  made  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 

An  inquiry  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  jurisdiction  exercised  by  her  Majesty  at  Cape  Coasl 
Town,  in  the  administration  of  personal  estate  of  pei-sons  dying  there  intestate,  and  the  manner  of 
exercising  such  jurisdiction  directed  to  the  Colonial  Office^  under  the  provisions  of  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  94. 

But  a  motion,  that  the  Defendant  might  pay  into  Court  proceeds  of  assets  in  his  own  hands,  was 
refused. 
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whom,  he  had  sent  out  a  power  of  attorney,  to  obtain  ad- 
ministration, before  the  English  letters  of  administration 
were  taken  out. 

On  the  31st  of  May,  1853,  James  Coleman  Fitzpatrick 
consigned  to  Messrs.  Foster  &  Smith,  in  this  country,  a 
quantity  ofpakn  oil;  in  the  purchase  of  which  he  had  ex- 
pended a  portion  of  the  estate  of  the  said  James  Hervey, 
deceased,  and  at  the  same  time  he  wrote  to  them  as  fol- 
lows : — 

"  Gentlemen, — I  beg  leave  to  enclose  you  a  bill  of  lading 
for  7,1 08^  gallons  of  palm  oil,  shipped  by  me  on  board  the 
Thom>as  Snook;  and  I  have  to  request  that  you  will  place 
the  proceeds  of  the  same  to  the  credit  of  the  estate  of  the 
late  Jamss  Hervey,  deceased." 

The  palm  oil  was  received  by  Messrs.  Forster  &  Smithy 
and  sold  by  them.  James  Coleman  Fitzpatrick  afterwards 
came  to  England,  and  brought  with  him  a  further  quantity 
of  palm  oil,  and  some  gum,  purchased  also  with  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  estate  of  the  8aid  James  Hervey,  and  these  he 
afterwards  sold  through  his  brokers,  who  received  the  pro- 
ceeds. He  also  brought  some  money,  the  proceeds  of  the 
assets  sold  in  Africa, 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  English  administrator  against 
the  said  James  C  Fitzpairick,  and  Messrs.  Forster  cfe  Co,, 
and  the  other  brokers,  for  administration;  and  for  an  in-* 
junction  to  restrain  the  Defendant  Fitzpatrick  fix)m  re- 
ceiving the  proceeds  of  the  goods  consigned  to  and  sold  by 
Messrs.  Foster  &  Co,  and  the  other  brokers,  and  to  restrain 
them  from  paying  such  proceeds  to  him,  and  for  a  receiver 
of  such  proceeds. 

The  Defendant  put  in  his  answer  containing  the  fol- 
lowing averments : — 


statement. 
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"  I  saj  that  the  only  territories  or  dominions  belonging        1854. 
to  the  British  crown  on  the  Gold  Coast  of  Africa,  are  the       hbrvby 
Forts,  and  the  largest  of  those  is  Cape  Coast  Castle,  en-  «^- 

FiTZPATRICK 

closing  an  area  of  about  the  size  of  Oolden-square,  West- 
minster, And,  I  say,  that  James  Hervey  died  in  the  town 
of  Cape  Coast,  which  town  is  not  a  British  settlement, 
nor  a  part  of  the  dominions  of  her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria, 
but  is  a  part  of  the  dominions  of  an  independent  native 
African  prince.  I  believe  that  the  said  James  Hervey  was 
domiciled  in  the  said  town  of  Cape  Coast  at  the  time  of 
his  decease;  and  I  say,  that  the  laws  there  are  not  the 
same  as  the  laws  for  the  distribution  of  intestates^  effects 
in  England,  and  that  the  Plaintiff,  as  such  administrator, 
as  in  the  said  bill  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  is  not  entitled 
to  administer  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  said  James 
Hervey,  which  was,  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  in  the  said 
town  of  Gape  Coast,  or  in  Accra,  also  on  the  said  Oold 
Coast;  but  on  the  contrary,  I,  in  such  official  capacity  as 
hereinafter  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  then  was  and  still 
am  so  entitled. 

"  At  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  James  Hervey  I 
filled,  and  have  ever  since  continued  to  fill  the  office  or 
place  of  judicial  assessor  and  assistant  to  native  princes, 
an  office  which  I  held,  by  that  title,  under  a  warrant  from 
the  Queen ;  but,  although  authorised  by  her  Majesty  to 
advise  or  assist  the  native  princes,  I  could  exercise  no  au- 
thority within  their  dominions,  except  such  as  they  con- 
sented to  allow  me  to  exercise.  However,  I  did,  in  fact, 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  James  Hervey,  exer- 
cise, with  the  consent  of  the  native  prince,  an  authority 
with  respect  to  the  goods  and  effects  of  British  subjects 
dying  in  the  territories  of  native  princes,  on  the  Oold 
Coast  of  Africa,  by  taking  possession,  disposing  of,  and  ad- 
ministering such  goods  and  effects ;  and  so  far  as  such  au- 
thority was  derived  from  the  Queen,  I  consider  it  was  con- 
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feired  upon  me,  or  rather  the  exercise  thereof  was  sanction- 
ed, by  the  Act  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  94  (a).    All  that  I  did  in 


(a)  The  material  aectionjs  of 
the  statute  were  as  follows: — 

Sect  1.  «*Whereas  by  treaty, 
capitulation,  grant,  usage,  suffer- 
ance, and  other  lawful  means,  her 
Majesty  hath  jurisdiction  within 
divers  countries  and  places  out 
of  her  Majesty's  dominions;  And 
whereas  doubts  have  arisen  how 
fiur  the  exercise  of  such  power 
and  jurisdiction  is  controlled  by 
and  dependent  on  the  laws  and 
customs  of  this  realm;  and  it  is 
expedient  that  such  doubts  should 
be  removed.'  Be  it  enacted, 
That  it  is  and  shall  be  lawful 
for  her  Majesty  to  hold,  exercise, 
and  enjoy  any  power  or  jurisdic- 
tion which  her  Majesty  now  hath, 
or  may  at  any  time  hereafter  have, 
within  any  country  or  place  out  of 
her  Majesty's  dominions,  in  the 
same  and  as  ample  a  manner  as 
if  her  Majesty  had  acquired  such 
power  or  jurisdiction  by  the  ces- 
sion or  conquest  of  territory." 

Sect  2.  ''  And  be  it  enacted, 
That  every  act,  matter,  or  thing, 
which  may  at  any  time  be  done 
in  pursuance  of  any  such  power 
or  jurisdiction  of  her  Majesty  in 
any  country  or  place  out  of  her 
Majesty's  dominions,  shall,  in  all 
Courts,  ecclesiastical,  temporal, 
or  elsewhere,  within  her  Majes- 
ty's dominions,  be  and  be  deemed 
and  be  adjudged  to  be  in  all  cases, 
and  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
whatsoever,  as  valid  and  effectual 
as  though  the  same  had  been 
done  according  to  the  local  law 
then  in  force  within  such  country 
or  place." 


Sects.  "And  be  it  enacted.  That 
if  in  any  suit  or  other  proceed- 
ings, whether  dvil  or  criminal, 
in  any  Court^  ecclesiastical  or  tem- 
poral, within  her  Majesty's  do- 
minions, any  issue  or  question  of 
law  or  fact  shall  arise,  for  the 
due  determination  whereof  it 
shall,  in  the  opinion  of  the  judge 
or  judges  of  such  Court,  be  neces- 
sary to  produce  evidence  of  the 
existence  of  any  such  power  or 
jurisdiction  as  aforesaid,  or  of  the 
extent  thereof,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  judge  or  judges  of  any 
such  Court,  and  he  or  they  are 
hereby  authorised  to  transmit, 
under  his  or  their  hand  and  seal, 
or  hands  and  seals,  to  one  of  her 
Majesty's  principal  Secretaries  of 
State,  questions  by  him  or  them 
properly  framed,  respecting  such 
of  the  matters  aforesaid,  as  it  may 
be  necessary  to  ascertain,  in  order 
to  the  due  determination  of  any 
such  issue  or  question  as  afore- 
said; and  such  Secretary  of  State 
is  hereby  empowered  and  requir- 
ed, within  a  reasonable  time  in 
that  behalf  to  cause  proper  and 
sufficient  answers  to  be  returned 
to  all  such  questions,  and  to  be 
directed  to  the  said  judge  or 
judges,  or  their  successors;  and 
such  answers  shall,  upon  produc- 
tion thereof  be  final  and  conclu- 
sive evidence  in  such  suit  or 
other  proceedings  of  the  several 
matters  therein  contained  and 
required  to  be  ascertained  there- 
by." 

By  a  warrant,  under  the  hand 
and  seal  of  her  Majesty,  address- 
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relation  to  the  goods  and  property  of  the  said  James  Hervey 
and  the  disposal  thereof  was  in  the  exercise  of  mj  duty 
and  office  as  such  judicial  assessor  as  aforesaid,  and  in  con- 
formity with  the  usage  which  has  existed  for  several  years 
in  the  territories  on  the  Oold  Coast,  and  in  exercise  of  a 
jurisdiction  which  has  been  always  exercised  by  me  and 
my  predecessor  in  the  said  office  without  dispute.  I  was, 
also,  at  the  time  of  the  said  James  Hervey  s  decease,  and 
still  am,  the  chief  judge  of  her  Majesty's  dominions  on  the 
Oold  Coast  ofA/ricay  an  office  which  I  then  held,  and  still 
hold,  under  a  separate  and  distinct  appointment  from  that 
of  judicial  assessor  and  assistant  to  native  princes;  and, 
therefore,  being  an  official  of  her  Majesty  when  in  Africa, 
my  usual  place  of  residence  was  in  the  said  fort  otCape  Coast 
CasUe;  but  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  James  Hervey 
I  was  not  in  the  said  fort,  but  was  in  the  interior  of  the 
country  with  the  governor  of  Cape  Coast  Casde,  on  business 
connected  with  the  then  impending  war  with  ih^Ashantees. 
I  say  that  all  my  proceedings  in  the  territories  complained 
of  or  referred  to  in  the  bill  in  this  cause  were  acts  done 
in  the  territory  of  a  native  African  prince,  and  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Honourable  Court;  and  that  such  acts 
were  done  by  me  in  the  lawful  exercise  of  a  jurisdiction 
then  exercised  by  me  in  such  foreign  territory  as  aforesaid. 


1854 
IIbhvby 

V. 
FlTZPATRICR. 

Statement, 


ed  to  the  Governor  of  Sierra 
Leone,  dated  the  17th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1847,  reciting  the  preamble 
and  first  section  of  the  Act,  and 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  the  Act,  her  Majesty  had  and 
still  has,  "  by  nsage  and  snflfer- 
ance,  or  by  one  or  other  of  these, 
or  by  other  lawful  means,  power 
and  jurisdiction,  within  divers 
countries  and  places  out  of  but 
adjacent  to  her  forts  and  stations 
on  the  Gold  Coast,'"  the  said  Go- 
vernor was  authorised  and  re- 


quired to  cause  letters  patent 
under  the  public  seal  of  tho  set- 
tlement, appointing  James  Cole' 
man  Fitzpatrick  to  be  assessor  or 
assistant  to  the  native  sovereigns 
and  chiefs  in  the  countries  afore- 
said. 

By  letters  patent,  dated  the 
16th  of  May,  1848,  James  Co^tf- 
man  Fitzpatrick  was  accordingly 
appointed  to  the  said  office;  but 
the  letters  patent  did  not  define 
the  nature  of  the  authority. 
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And  I  submit  that  this  Honourable  Court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  interfere  in  the  subject-matter  of  this  suit,  and  that 
I  cannot  be  made  accountable  for  such  acts  in  this  Court; 
and  I  claim  the  same  benefit  of  this  objection  as  if  I  had 
taken  it  hj  plea  to  the  said  bill 

"  I  have  not  rendered,  and  I  still  refuse  to  render,  any  ac- 
count to  the  Plaintiff,  because,  according  to  usage,  I  pass 
mj  accounts  before  the  Governor  of  Cape  Coast  Castle;  and 
I  do  not  admit  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  call  upon  me, 
a  judicial  officer,  to  give  him  any  such  account."* 

This  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  and  receiver,  ac- 
cording to  the  prayer  of  the  bilL 


ArffumenL  Mr.  R6U,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cairns  for  the  motion. — The 
property  has  been  taken  possession  of  in  AJinca  under 
some  claim  of  right,  but  it  is  now  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  Court,  where  the  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased,  who 
has  obtained  letters  of  administration  here,  and  the  person 
who  claims  to  hold  the  assets,  are  both  also  at  this  moment 
residing. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Jessel,  contrk. — This  Court 
has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  Defendant  in  these  proceed- 
ings. He  has  taken  possession  of  these  assets  in  his  official 
capacity  as  African  administrator.  [Vicb-Chancellor. — 
The  averment  of  his  authority  is  not  very  precise.  Un- 
der the  statute  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  94,  the  jurisdiction  is  con- 
ferred by  her  Majesty  with  the  consent  of  the  foreign  po- 
tentate, but  the  authority  recognised  here  is  only  that  which 
is  given  by  the  Queen.]  The  effect  of  the  statute  is  to  give 
him  such  authority  as  has  been  sanctioned  by  previous 
usage.  If  the  Court  has  any  doubt  about  the  fact,  whe- 
ther the  Defendant  had  this  jurisdiction,  section  3  of  the 
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Act  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  94,  has  provided  a  ready  means  of  de-        i864. 

terminiiig  that  by  an  application  to  the  Colonial  Secretary; 

but  this  motion  must  fail,  for  there  is  no  allegation  that 

the  Defendant  has  done  anything  unlawful,  or  that  the 

assets  are  in  danger.     The  Defendant  will  undertake  not     -^'"«^*»«»*'* 

to  do  anything  until  the  Colonial  Secretary  has  given  his 

answer. 

This  property  would  not  be  liable  to  legacy  duty,  which 
attaches  only  to  the  property  of  those  who,  at  their  death, 
are  domiciled  British  subjects;  but  the  best  test  is,  that 
neither  would  probate  duty  be  payable,  because  there  were 
no  bona  notabilia  of  the  deceased  in  this  country.     [Vicb- 
Chancellob. — The  probate  is  prima  facie  evidence  that 
there  were;  and  it  was  decided  in  Whyte  v.  Rose  (a),  that  an 
English  executor  might  sue  for  a  bond  debt  which  was  bona 
notabilia  in  Ireland.']     We  cannot  dispute  the  fact  of  pro- 
bate, but  we  may  shew  that  these  letters  of  administra- 
tion were  wrongfully  obtained.     In  Attorney- General  v. 
Dimond  (6),  Lord  Lyndhurst  said,  "  Suppose  a  simple  con- 
tract debtor  to  reside  in  Ireland,  in  which  case  probate 
must  be  taken  out  in  that  country,  and  after  the  death  of 
the  creditor  the  debtor  to  come  to  England,  and  probate 
to  be  taken  out  there  in  respect  of  property  in  England, 
could  the  debt  be  recovered  in  England  under  the  latter 
probate?''    If  a  man  died  domiciled  in  France,  having 
property  there  only,  and  his  administrator  and  next  of 
kin  came  to  this  country,  there  would  be  clearly  a  juris- 
diction in  personam,  but  the  next  of  kin  must  prove  his 
title  according  to  the  law  of  France.    Lord  Lyndhurst,  in 
the  same  case,  says,  "  It  is  said  that  the  property  here  was 
part  of  the  assets  of  the  testator.     .     .     .     The  effects  of 
the  testator  are  assets  wherever  situated,  whether  at  home 
or  abroad,  and  such  effects  as  are  in  a  foreign  country  at 

(a)  3  Q.  B.  493;  3  G.  &  D.  312.  (b)  1  Cr.  &  J.  356. 

VOL.  I.  H  n  B.  K.  W. 
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18M.        ^he  time  of  the  testator's  death,  although  they  remain  and 

H^y^y      ^^  wholly  administered  there  by  the  executor,  are  equally 

»*  assetft    But  probcUe  is  not  granted  in  respect  of  the  assets 

FiTZPATBICK.  »T        T  •  /»  1         /»    1 

generaUyy  out  m  respect  of  such  of  them  as  are  at  the  testor 

^^^9^"^^^^'  tor's  death  within  the  jurisdiction  ofihe  spiritual  Judge  by^ 
whom  it  is  gra/nted."  And  in  that  case,  French  rentes  be- 
longing to  a  testator  domiciled  in  England  were  held  not 
liable  to  probate  duty.  [Vice-Chancellor. — ^The  effect  of 
your  argument,  assuming  that  the  English  administrator 
has  no  title,  is,  Uiat  if  the  assets  of  a  person  who  died 
domiciled  abroad  are  sent  to  England  they  cannot  be  ad- 
ministered.] Not  without  a  foreign  probate  or  other  fo- 
reign title  to  administer. 

In  Storj/s  "Conflict  of  Laws,"  p.  765,  it  is  laid  down: 
"  The  cases  fully  establish  the  doctrine,  that,  if  a  foreign 
executor  or  administrator  brings  or  transmits  property 
here  which  he  has  received  under  the  administration 
abroad,  or  if  he  is  personally  present,  he  is  not,  either  per- 
sonally, or  in  his  representative  capacity  liable  to  a  suit 
here,  nor  is  such  property  liable  here  to  creditors;  but  they 
must  resort  for  satisfaction  to  the  forum  of  the  original 
administration.'' 

And  in  par.  516,  p.  768,  "  If  a  foreign  administrator  has, 
in  virtue  of  his  administration,  reduced  the  personal  pro- 
perty of  the  deceased  there  situated  into  his  own  posses- 
sion, so  that  he  has  acquired  the  legal  title  thereto  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  that  country,  if  that  property  should 
afterwards  be  found  in  another  country  or  be  carried  away 
and  converted  there  against  his  will,  he  may  maintain  a 
suit  for  it  there  in  his  own  name  and  right  personally, 
without  taking  out  new  letters  of  administration ;  for  he  is 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  the  legal  owner  thereof,  al- 
though he  is  so  as  a  trustee  for  other  persons:"  Attorney- 
General  v.  Bouwens  (a),  Attorney-Oeneral  v.  Hope  (6). 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  171.  (b)  2  C.  &  F.84. 
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Therefore,  the  title  by  probate  extends  only  to  goods        ism. 
within  the  jurisdiction  at  the  death  of  the  owner;  but  the      "    ^    " 
party  so  entitled  may,  by  the  comity  of  nations,  have  a  v. 

FiTZ  PAT  R ICK 

right  to  receive  the  surplus  of  goods  that  may  remain  after         

satisfying  the  administration  in  a  foreign  country.  [The  ^^s^'*'*^^- 
Vicb-Chancbllor  referred  to  Tyler  v.  Bell  {a),  where  Lord 
CoUenham  says,  "  The  Courts  in  this  country,  for  the  se- 
curity of  property,  will  not  administer  the  property  of  a 
person  deceased,  in  the  absence  of  a  person  appointed  to 
represent  the  estate;  and  they  look  only  to  the  judgment 
of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  in  this  country  in  granting, 
probate  or  letters  of  administration,  to  ascertain  who  are 
80  authorised;  and  it  is  immaterial  what  Ecclesiastical 
Court  in  this  country  has  granted  probate  or  letters  of 
administration,  provided  the  state  of  the  property  was 
such  as  to  give  it  jurisdiction.  How  is  this  rule  affected 
by  the  case  of  AUomey-Oeneral  v.  Dimond  (6),  which  only 
decided  that  probate  duty,  imposed  upon  the  amount  of 
property  for  or  in  respect  of  which  probate  was  granted, 
was  not  payable  upon  property  which  was  in  France  at 
the  time  the  probate  was  granted?  But  did  that  case 
decide  that  the  executor  was  not  entitled  to  administer 
such  property?  If  so,  then,  as  that  case  decides  that  pro- 
perty coming  into  this  country  after  the  death  does  not 
make  any  alteration  in  the  probate  necessary,  though  it 
be  assets,  there  would  be  no  one  competent  to  administer 
it,  or  capable  of  acquiring  authority  for  that  purpose.  But 
that  such  is  not  the  case  is  proved  by  another  case  in  the 
same  volume,  In  re  Ewin  (c),  in  which  an  executor  undef 
similar  circumstances  was  ordered  to  pay  legacy  duty  upon 
property  in  the  foreign  funds,  although  such  funds  formed 
no  part  of  the  property  for  or  in  respect  of  which  his  pro- 
bate had  been  granted.''] 

In  Currie  v.  Bircham  (d),  the  widow  of  an  officer  who 

(a)  2  M.  &  Cr.  109.  (c)  1  Cr.  &  J.  151. 

{b)  1  Cr.  &  J.  366.  (d)l  D.&K^5. 

H  H  2 
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18d4.        died  intestate  in  India  obtained  letters  of  administration 

"hehvkv       ^  ^"^  there,  and  remitted  the  proceeds  of  his  effects  in 

».  government  bills  to  her  agent  in  England.    A  creditor  of 

the  intestate  obtained  letters  of  administration  to  him  in 

''^^'**"^  *  England,  and  brought  an  action  against  the  agent;  and  it 
was  held  that  the  Indian  administratrix  was  entitled  to 
all  the  effects  of  which  the  intestate  died  possessed  in 
India;  and  that,  therefore,  the  action  against  her  agent 
would  not  lie.  [Vice-chancellor. — That  case  was  men- 
tioned in  the  argument  in  Whyte  v.  Rose  (a).  It  is  said  in 
the  judgment  there,  that  "  it  is  well  established,  that  in  the 
case  of  a  British  subject  dying  intestate  in  the  colonies  or 
in  foreign  countries,  a  prerogative  administration  extends 
to  all  the  personal  property  of  the  intestate,  wherever 
situate  at  the  time  of  his  death,  whether  in  Great  Britain 
or  in  the  colonies,  or  in  any  country  abroad."]  That 
would  be  80  if  the  deceased  had  been  domiciled  in  this 
country.  [Vice-Chancbllor. — I  must  assume,  upon  this 
motion,  that  he  had  bona  notabilia  here.]  Still  the  Plain- 
tiff must  shew  himself  entitled  by  the  law  of  the  foreign 
domicil,  or  the  Defendant  may  be  liable  to  proceedings 
there  for  parting  with  the  goods  to  the  Plaintiff.  [Vice- 
Chancellor. — It  was  admitted,  in  Whyte  v.  Base  (a),  that, 
though  the  debtor  might  be  sued  in  Ireland,  payment  to 
the  English  administrator  would  be  good] 

In  any  case  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  here.  If  the 
Defendant  has  done  anything  wrong  the  Plaintiff  can  ap- 
peal to  the  Privy  Council  [Vicb-Chanckllok — There 
has  been  no  judicial  proceeding  from  which  there  can  be 
an  appeal.  How  can  there  be  an  appeal  from  his  acts?] 
They  were  judicial  acts,  and,  therefore  the  I^rivy  Council 
has  the  jurisdiction.     At  any  rate  it  is  not  in  this  Court 

Moreover,  the  assets  have  been  convmted,  and  are  no 
longer  such  as  can  be  claimed  as  asjrt^  ••*  t****  ^it 


(ti^  3  C  R  4*1 
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VirE-ClIANCELLOR. — The  d«'Vi-.:  I  "... 
fiuestion  cmirlit  to  l»c  asked  ff  ti.-:  .  . 
the  juri?'liction.  Siipj.osiiiL'  i!*:-  1  •  • 
fiict  to  be  the  r^nlo  i»erson  ent::*.»".  ~-  . 
the  arirument  wouhl  be,  that  i':.-.  :  ....: 
a  receiver  against  an  adlni!li^:r-:  :  -■ 
ofliis  insolvency  or  some  ^iii/:'-..!  :•...• 

llr.  liulL  Q.  C,  in  reply.— T:.-    I 
on  leave  of  absence,  and  thv  ".  •  . 
sets  are  realised,  he  will  tukv  :i- 

If  a  forei.irn  admini.-tn;:  : 
had  a  foreign  domicil,  br::..  •:  •  . 
case,  remit  them  to  a  cr-.'.".*  ' 
of  the  estate,  and  I  m.'.::    . 
tere^ted  in  the  distril''.;:!  • 
t  rat  Ion  lnjre;  and  afi-.r  : 
s<:nd  tb'.i  -urplus  b;..;: 
Avhi'')!  v/io  the  don/.  .* 
the  C«»h»nial  .Secn.t  .• 
interfere  Avith  tli..: 
here  that  the  PI./-  •  •" 
African  cour-: 
Suppose  an  /« 

a  person  wb 

-whether  a  ':• 

back  lint:'.  • 

the  Vic*:-' 

in  TofJ-  •   ,  • 

his  ex-.   . 

ther-    - 

to  =  •:  - 

tlr    -. 
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the  remittance  is  in  respect  of  a  demand  whicli  is  to  be 
considered  as  established  thera  But  if  a  part  of  the  as- 
sets of  the  testator  is  found  in  England  in  the  hands  of 
the  agent  of  such  executor,  without  any  specific  appropri- 
ation, and  a  legatee  in  England  institute  a  suit  here  for 
the  payment  of  his  legacy  out  of  such  unappropriated  as- 
sets, then  such  assets  are  to  be  considered  as  administered 
in  England,  and  the  legacy  duty  is  payable  in  respect  of 
them/'  but  then,  his  Honour  added,  "this  Court  cannot 
administer  any  personal  estate  without  having  the  per- 
sonal representative  before  it" 


JudipnaU, 


Viob-Chancblloe  Sib  W.  Pagb  Wood: — 

The  first  point  in  this  case  is,  whether  or  not  this  gen- 
tleman, who,  I  have  no  doubt,  has  acted  bon&  fide  accord- 
ing to  his  impression  of  what  was  his  duty,  has  the  au- 
thority of  a  legal  personal  representative  of  the  deceased; 
and,  assuming  him  to  have  that  authority,  what  it  would 
be  right  for  the  Court  to  do  in  the  present  state  of  the 
case  with  regard  to  the  assets  in  England. 

It  has  been  argued,  that  he  is  not  merely  the  personal 
representative,  but  also  the  judge  of  a  court  which  has  to 
determine  how  the  assets  are  to  be  appropriated;  and  that, 
therefore,  it  is  impossible  for  this  Court  to  take  any  pro- 
ceedings with  regard  to  those  assets.  I  can  hardly  recog- 
nise this  Defendant  in  any  other  capacity  than  that  of 
personal  representative,  in  deciding  upon  the  power  of 
this  Court.  I  must  suppose  that  there  is  some  court 
of  her  Majesty  in  the  district  of  an  Afruxm  prince,  ap- 
pointed under  the  Act  6  &  7  Vict  c.  94,  capable  of  decid- 
ing upon  questions  of  administration ;  and  that  this  gen- 
tleman is  a  personal  representative  legally  constituted  by 
that  court,  as  if,  in  fact,  he  were  an  Irish  or  Scotch  repre- 
sentativa  Then  there  is  the  question,  whether  or  not, 
when  the  property  of  a  deceased  person  has  been  remitted 
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by  such  a  representative  to  this  country  in  such  manner  ism. 
as  here,  with  a  letter  requesting  the  agent  of  the  foreign 
administrator  to  place  the  proceeds  of  the  same  to  the  ac- 
count of  the  estate,  a  person  appearing  to  proceed  in  the 
character  of  English  administrator  and  sole  next  of  kin  of  •^^**™**^ 
the  deceased  has  not  a  right  to  sue  the  foreign  representa- 
tive of  the  deceased  in  this  country  in  respect  of  those  as- 
sets which  are  in  this  country,  and  to  have  the  control  of 
this  Court  exercised  over  them  until  the  rights  are  deter- 
mined at  the  hearing.  I  think  it  seems  clear  that  he  has 
such  a  right,  if  I  put  it  on  the  highest  footing  for  the 
Defendant  in  this  case.  In  fact,  there  is  no  distinct  aver- 
ment of  any  purpose  for  which  administration  is  required 
abroad,  if  that  were  a  matter  of  any  importance.  The 
Defendant  has  sent  over  property  to  this  country,  and  de- 
sired that  it  should  be  carried  to  the  account  of  the  estate 
of  the  deceased  owner.  That  gets  rid  of  the  difficulty 
which  has  been  suggested,  that  there  has  been  a  conversion, 
and  that  the  proceeds  are  no  longer  property  of  the  intes- 
tate, and  that  the  rights  of  the  administrator  will  only 
attach  upon  the  assets  and  not  upon  the  proceeds  of  them 
when  converted.  If  a  person  has  remitted  property  to  this 
country,  and  desired  it  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  to  be 
carried  to  the  account  of  a  certain  estate,  the  proceeds  are 
assets,  and  the  next  of  kin  have  a  right  so  to  treat  them. 
The  foreign  administrator  may  be  the  hand  to  administer ; 
and  it  is  objected  that  he  may  be  liable  in  the  country  in 
which  he  was  constituted  administrator,  and  in  some  other 
shape,  to  be  sued  by  other  persons  in  respect  of  the  assets. 
I  think  that  it  is  a  complete  answer  to  that  objection, 
that  the  foreign  representative  has  brought  the  assets  over 
here,  and  has  directed  them  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds 
to  be  carried  to  the  account  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
person;  and,  therefore,  whatever  may  be  the  result  of  any 
inquiry  made  at  the  Colonial  Office,  I  should  still  hold 
that  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  deal  with  thede  funds, 
and  with  this  Defendant  in  respect  of  them. 
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Judffmeat, 


There  remains  the  objection  which  was  suggested  hj 
the  counsel  for  Mr.  Fitzpairick,  that,  if  he  be  assumed  to 
be  the  proper  representative,  and  no  impropriety  of  con- 
duct on  his  part  be  shewn,  nor  any  peril  to  the  assets,  it 
is  not  the  course  of  the  Court,  without  some  such  reason, 
to  interfere  with  a  personal  representative  in  the  discharge 
of  his  duty.  I  think,  however,  that  this  case  is  very  pecu- 
liar in  that  respect  I  do  not  impute  to  this  gentleman 
any  desire  to  act  improperly,  or  suppose  that  he  is  doing 
more  than  asserting  what  he  deems  to  be  his  right  Still 
the  right  for  which  he  does  contend  is  to  take  these  assets 
out  of  the  jurisdiction ;  for  he  holds  a  high  judicial  office 
at  Sierra  Leoney  which  must  require  his  presence  there 
again  soon,  and  his  right  is  to  take  away  these  assets,  and 
he  will  have  full  power  to  do  so  unless  they  are  protected 
in  the  meantime  by  the  appointment  of  a  receiver;  and, 
therefore,  I  think  that,  under  these  circumstances,  a  case 
is  made  for  saying  that  a  receiver  should  be  appointed  in 
the  interim,  until  the  matter  can  be  adjudicated  upon  at 
the  hearing.  In  truth,  the  inquiries  would  be  more  pro- 
perly made  at  the  hearing,  but  I  will  not  make  any  diffi- 
culty about  propounding  them  now,  if  desired. 

The  question  to  be  sent  to  her  Majesty's  Secretary  of 
State  must  be,  whether  her  Majesty  has,  at  any  time,  ex- 
ercised any  jurisdiction  in  respect  of  the  administration 
of  personal  estates  of  persons  dying  intestate  at  Cape  Coast 
Town;  and  if  so,  to  what  extent  and  in  what  manner,  and 
through  what  court  or  officer,  such  jurisdiction  has  been 
exercised?  though  I  think  the  latter  words  go  a  little  be- 
yond the  terms  of  the  statute. 

Mare^ZOth.  On  this  day  the  Plaintiff  moved  that  the  Defendant 
might  be  ordered  to  pay  into  Court  the  proceeds  of  the 
assets  sold  in  Afinca^  which  were  in  his  hands;  but  the 
Vice-Chancellor  referring  to  Story's  Conffict  of  Laws,  pL 
618,  and  to  Jauncy  Y.Sealey(a),  refused  the  motion, 
(a)  2  Vem.  397. 
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FRANCIS  u  CLEMOW.  Feb,  mh  & 

MP  RANCI8  CLEMOW,  by  his  will,  dated  the  3rd  of  wiUr--ckarge 

May,  1839,  after  directing  payment  of  his  debts,  and  giv-  %^^l^^ 

ing  some  pecuniary  legacies,  and  making  certain  specific  ^>«w«. 

bequests,  gave  to  his  daughters  Charlotte  and  Emma  1502.  A  testator  gare 

each,  to  be  paid  to  them  respectively  on  the  day  of  their  Siy  fegac^^iBid 

marriage;   and  in  case  both  or  either  of  his  daughters  ^^^^**^ 

should  discontinue  living  with  his  sons  Joseph  and  James,  lands  to  his 

he  directed  that  interest  at  4Z.  per  cent  should  be  paid  on  tenn  and  at 

their  legacies;  and  after  bequeathing  certain  annuities,  the  J^ai«°«o6«rt* 

testator  directed  that  his  wife  should  hold  and  enjoy  his  "i^onid  think  fit, 

•'^  ^  and  then  gare, 

farm  and  lands  of  Tresamna,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  up  deyised,  and 
his  children,  for  such  term  and  at  such  rent  as  his  brother  Se^^resi- 
Robert  should  think  fit;  but  if  his  son  Jam£S  was  desirous  ^^3^^^ 
of  occupying  the  said  farm  and  lands,  he  was  to  be  at  li-  re*i  and  per- 

,  ,  .  ,       sonal  estate  to 

berty  to  do  so,  on  his  placing  the  testator's  wife  and  chil-  hi8son«/am«s, 
dren  on  a  farm  of  about  the  same  yearly  value  as  Tre-  SnS^Sor? 
sawna;  and  the  testator  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  all  ^^^'J^^ 
the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  estate  and  effects,  fonn  of  the  do- 
both  real  and  personal,  unto  the  said  Jam£s  ClemoWy  his  cutor  made 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  whom  he  ^^^[^^^e 
thereby  nominated  his  executor.     The  testator  died  on  wal  estate,  not- 

withstanding 

the  30th  of  May,  1839;  and  on  the  30th  of  October,  1839,  thataprerSua 
his  will  was  proved  by  Jam£s  Clemow,  who  paid  the  debts  MtatewMgiren 
and  the  several  legacies,  except  the  said  legacy  of  150?.  to  ^y^«^^(«> 
the  testator's  daughter  Emma,  who  had  since  married 
the  Plaintiff  John  Francis. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  said  John  Francis  and  his  wife 
against  the  executor,  praying  an  account  of  what  was  due 
in  respect  of  the  said  legacy  and  interest,  and  for  payment 


(a)  See  the  next  caae. 
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SttUemefU, 


of  the  amount  due;  and  that>  if  necessary,  it  might  be  de- 
clared that  the  testator's  residuary  real  estate  was  charged 
with  the  payment  of  the  said  legacy  and  interest,  or  other- 
wise that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  have  raised  out 
of  the  testator's  real  estate,  and  applied  inpayment  of  the 
legacy,  the  amount  of  personal  estate  which  should  appear 
to  have  been  applied  in  payment  of  the  testator's  debts. 

The  cause  now  came  on  upon  a  motion  to  take  the  bill 
pro  confesso. 


ArpumewL 


Feb,  27th. 
Judgment, 


Mr.  J.  v.  Prior  for  the  motion  contended,  that  the  le- 
gacy was  a  charge  upon  the  real  estate,  citing  BrudeneU  v. 
BoughUm  (a),  in  which  a  gift  of  the  rest  and  residue  of  the 
testator's  estate,  real  and  personal,  to  one  whom  he  ap- 
pointed executor,  was  held  to  constitute  a  charge  of  lega- 
cies previously  given  upon  the  real  estate:  Cole  v.  Tur- 
ner (b),  where  the  testator,  after  giving  certain  legacies, 
continued,  "  All  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my 
freehold,  copyhold,  leasehold  estates,  and  all  my  stock,  uten- 
sils, farming  implements,  and  the  rest  of  my  real  and  per- 
sonal property,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath,"  &a;  and  Sir 
John  Leach,  M.  R.,  said,  that  the  freehold,  copyhold,  and 
leasehold  estates  were  not  devised,  but  the  rest  and  resi- 
due of  these  estates ;  and  as  nothing  was  given  previously 
except  the  legacies,  they  were  well  charged  on  these  real 
estates;  and  Bench  v.  BUe8(c),  which  is  shortly  stated  in 
the  following  judgment. 

The  Viob-Chanobllob  reserved  the  point  for  considera- 
tion. 


Vicb-Chancbllor  Sie  W.  Pagb  Wood: — 

This  cause  came  on  upon  a  motion  to  take  the  bill  pro 
confesso.    The  question  is,  whether  or  not  certain  legacies 

(a)  2  Atk.  268.  (6)  4  Buas.  376.  (c)  4  MAdd.  187. 
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are  charged  upon  the  real  estate  of  the  testator  in  the 
cause. 

After  making  some  dispositions  and  giving  certain  in- 
terests in  real  estate,  the  testator  gave  all  the  rest,  residue, 
and  remainder  of  his  estate  and  effects,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  his  son,  and  appointed  him  executor.  I  had  some 
doubt  whether,  where  real  estates  had  actually  been  pre- 
viously devised,  so  that  the  term  "  residue  of  real  estate" 
was  strictly  applicable  to  what  was  subsequently  given, 
a  charge  of  the  legacies  could  be  effectively  made  by  the 
residuary  form  only  of  the  devise.  I  think,  however,  that 
Bench  v.  Biles  (a)  seems  to  have  gone  that  length ;  and  I  am 
disposed  to  follow  that  authority.  In  that  case  the  testa- 
tor gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  for  life; 
and  after  her  decease  gave  various  legacies,  and  all  the 
rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  his  nephews  absolutely;  and  the  legacies  were  held  to 
be  charged  upon  the  real  estate. 

The  point  is  just  glanced  at  by  Lord  CoUenham  in  ano- 
ther case  (6),  where  there  was  a  devise  of  a  field  called  OiU- 
foot,  and  afterwards  a  gift  of  the  residue,  real  and  person- 
al Lord  CoUenham  says,  that  it  does  not  appear  whether 
the  field  previously  given  was  freehold  or  leasehold;  but 
makes  no  further  observation.  Bendi  v.  Biles  (a)  seems  to 
be  the  only  authority  directly  in  point;  but  I  think  that  I 
must  follow  it  in  this  case.    ' 


1864. 


Judgment^ 


Take  an  account  of  what  is  due  for  principal  and  inter- 
est on  the  legacy.  Declare  that  such  principal  and  inter- 
est are  a  charge  on  the  real  estate  of  the  testator.  Decree 
that  the  Defendant  pay  the  amount  found  due  within  one 
month  after  the  certificate  of  the  Chief  Clerk;  and  if  he 


Minute  of 
Decree, 


(a)  4  MadcL  187. 


(6)  Mirehouae  v.  Soaije,  2  My.  &  Or.  706. 
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1864.  do  not,  the  Plaintiff  to  be  at  liberty  to  bring  in  a  pro- 
posal to  raise  the  same  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  such  real 
estates. 


Mwrck  m\  HARRIS  V.  WATKINS. 

2lst. 
wm^-Charffe     X  HIS  was  a  creditor's  suit  for  the  administration  of  real 

ndvarti  Demse,     ^I^d  personal  CStatC. 
A  testator,  by 

his  wiu,  direct-        William  Powell,  being,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  po&- 

ed  that  allhii  ni.i  •■!-■ 

debu  shoaid  be  scssed  of  some  personal  estate,  and  being  also  seised  and 
OTtrix^ere^^  po83essed  of.  Or  entitled  to,  the  freehold,  copyhold,  and 
after  named,      leasehold  estates  in  his  will  mentioned,  and  certain  other 

and  then  made  ^  ' 

certain  specific  real  estates,  and  being  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  and  van- 
gave  to  his  wife  ous  Other  persous  on  simple  contract,  made  his  will,  dated 
app^l^iss,    *®  30th  of  September,  1844,  as  follows:— "As  to  such 

portly  freehold  worldly  estate  as  God  of  his  goodness  hath  bestowed  upon 
and  portly  lease*  ''  ^  °  ,  ,^ 

hold,  for  her      me,  I  dispose  thereof  as  follows:  that  is  to  say,  I  direct 

ovarfwidaiithe  all  my  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  to 
due^^fMs'r^l  ^®  P^^^  ^^  ^^  executrix  hereinafter  named;  I  give,  devise, 
and  personal      and  bequeath  unto  my  niece,  Mary  Sarah  Dee.  all  that 

estate  the  tes-  ^  ./  ?  .7  7 

tator  also  gave  piecc  of  land  called  Page  Park  Meadow,  situate  at  ffamp- 

appohitedlher*  ^^  Bishop,  in  the  Occupation  of  William  Wathins,  being 

— !»^SSaLon  P*^^  freehold,  and  part  copyhold,  held  under  the  manor 

a  deficiency  of  of  Hampton  Bishop  aforesaid,  to  hold  unto  and  to  the 

pay  the  testa-  usc  of  the  said  Mary  Sarah  Dee,  her  heirs  and  assigns, 

midua^r^*  according  to  the  respective  tenures  thereof.     I  give,  de- 

jMtate  was  next  yjg^  and  bequeath  unto  my  wife  Catherine  Powell  all  that 

liable,  and  be-  •*  , 

fore  the  free-      my  messuagc  or  dwelling  house,  with  the  outbuildings, 

hold  and  lease- 
hold estates 
specifically  demised;  and  then  the  other  real  property  specifically  given  to  the  execntrix. 

When  a  will  contains  a  direction  to  the  executor  to  pay  the  testator^s  debts,  and  then  a  devise  of 
real  estate  to  that  executor,  it  is  considered  that  the  testator  has  imposed  upon  the  executor  the  duty 
of  paying  the  debts  to  the  extent  of  the  property  given  to  him,  and  accordingly,  that  property  is  held 
to  be  charged  with  the  debts.  But  an  exception  has  been  made  to  this  rule,  where  there  are  two 
or  more  executors,  to  whom  unequal  benefits  are  given  by  the  will;  because,  in  such  a  case,  it  can- 
not be  supposed  to  be  the  testator's  intention  that  they  should  be  equally  sulijected  to  the  burden  of 
his  debts,  and  therefore  the  property  given  to  them  b  not  considered  to  be  charged. 
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garden,  orchard,  and  appurtenances,  wherein  I  now  reside, 
situate  at  Eign  EiU,  being  principally  leasehold  for  years, 
but  a  part  being  freehold  of  inheritance,  to  hold  the 
same  unto  the  said  Catherine  Powell  for  her  life,  or  for 
such  part  thereof  as  my  estate  therein  shall  continue,  sub- 
ject to  the  reserved  rents,  fines,  and  expenses  of  renewal 
of  the  said  leasehold  part  thereof.  And  from  and  after 
her  decease,  I  bequeath  the  said  messuage  and  premises 
unto  the  said  Mary  SaraJi  Dee,  her  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  to  hold  the  same  according  to 
the  respective  tenures  thereof,  for  all  the  subsisting  estate 
and  interest  therein,  subject  to  the  costs, fines,  and  expenses 
of  renewals  thereof,  as  regards  the  said  leasehold  part  of 
the  said  premises.  But,  if  my  said  niece  shall  not  survive 
my  said  wife,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  same  unto 
my  said  wife  for  the  then  subsisting  estate  and  interest 
therein,  as  her  own  absolute  property.  I  also  give,  devise, 
and  bequeath  unto  my  said  wife  all  the  rest  and  residue 
of  my  real  and  personal  estate,  goods,  chattels,  and  effects 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  which  I  have  now,  or  may 
at  the  time  of  my  decease  have  power  to  dispose  of,  to 
hold  the  same  unto  and  to  the  use  of  my  said  wife,  her 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  according  to 
the  respective  natures  and  tenures  thereof,  as  and  for  her 
own  absolute  property.  And  I  appoint  my  said  wife  execu- 
trix of  this  my  will,  and  hereby  revoke  all  former  wills, 
codicils,  and  testamentary  papers  by  me  made,  and  declare 
this  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament;  and  I  hereby  declare 
that  the  devises  and  bequests  hereby  made  to  my  said 
wife  shall  be  taken  and  considered  in  lieu  and  discharge 
of  all  money  which  I  have  borrowed  out  of  and  forming 
part  of  the  trust  moneys  mentioned  in  the  settlement 
made  on  my  marriage  with  her." 


1854. 


SUUemenis 


The  testator,  William  Powdly  died  on  the  1st  of  January, 
1848,  leaving  the  said  Mary  Sarah  Dee,  and  also  the  said 
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Statement. 
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Catherine  Powell,  his  widow,  surviving  him.  Catherine 
PowMy  his  widow,  died  intestate  a  few  days  after  him; 
and  shortly  after  her  death  her  heir-at-law  took  possession 
of  all  the  real  estates  of  the  testator,  except  those  devised 
to  Mary  Sarah  Dee. 

The  usual  decree  having  been  made,  and  the  accounts 
taken,  it  appeared  that  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator 
was  insufficient  to  pay  his  debta  The  cause  now  came 
on  for  further  consideration. 


Argument         Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  CoUrett,  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked 
for  a  sale  of  all  the  real  estates  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  W.  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Whitbread,  for  the  heir- 
at-law  of  the  testator's  widow,  contended  that  the  real 
estates  of  the  testator  specifically  devised  were  liable  to 
the  testator's  debts  pari  passu  with  the  real  estates,  which 
passed  by  the  residuary  devise.  In  a  very  similar  case, 
where  the  will,  dated  before  the  Wills  Act,  of  a  testator, 
who  died  in  1832,  commenced  with  a  direction  to  the  ex- 
ecutors to  pay  the  testator's  debts,  and  after  numerous 
specific  devises  and  bequests  the  testator  gave  "  all  other  " 
his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  executors  absolutely, 
Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  decided  that  the  executors 
were  not,  nor  were  the  gifts  to  them,  liable  to  pay  the 
testator^s  debts;  and  that  the  general  gift  to'the  executors 
was  for  all  purposes  specific,  "having  regard  to  the  whole 
will:"  Symons  v.  Janies  (a).  [Vice-Chancellor. — The 
word  "residue"  does  not  occur  in  that  case.]  In  fVasse 
V.  Hedinffton  (5),  the  will  commenced  with  a  similar  direc- 
tion, and  contained  various  bequests  to  each  of  the  execu- 
tors, and  then  a  general  gift  of  "  all  his  freehold,  copyhold. 


(a)  2CoU.C.C.301. 


(6)  3  My.  &K.  495. 
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and  leasehold  estates  whatsoever  in  Great  Britain,  except  1354. 
certain  hereditaments  and  premises  thereinbefore  men- 
tioned, and  all  his  personal  estate  whatsoever,  except" 
&a,  to  one  of  the  executors;  and  Sir  J,  Leach,  M.  R,  said, 
that  it  was  manifest  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  to  ^^V"'*^^ 
subject  the  property  given  to  his  executors  with  the  pay- 
ment of  debts. 


In  Mirehouae  v.  Scaife  (d)y  the  testator,  after  giving 
various  legacies,  and  to  A.  one  field,  whether  freehold  or 
leasehold  did  not  appear,  directed  that  all  his  debts  and 
legacies  should  be  paid  within  six  months  after  his  de- 
cease, and  gave  "  all  the  rest  and  residue "  of  his  estate, 
both  real  and  personal,  to  J?.,  and  appointed  C.  and  D.  his 
executors;  and  Lord  CoUenham  held,  that  the  circumstance 
of  the  devise  of  the  real  estate  following  the  direction  to 
pay  the  debts  and  legacies,  the  use  of  the  words  ^'  rest  and 
residue,"  and  the  blending  of  the  real  and  personal  estates 
in  the  residuary  gift,  were  sufficient  to  charge  the  land  in- 
cluded in  it  with  the  legacies  as  well  as  the  debts:  Spong 
V.  Spong  (b).  Emuss  v.  S7nith(c\  decided  that  the  new  Wills 
Act,  1  Vict  c.  26,  did  not  alter  the  course  of  administer- 
ing the  assets. 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Keene,  for  the  copyhold  heir 
of  the  widow. — In  Parker  v.  Feamley(d)y  a  direction,  that 
the  legacies  should  be  paid  by  the  executor,  and  a  subse- 
quent gift  to  him  of  all  the  real  estate  and  the  residue  of 
the  personalty  of  the  testatrix,  was  held  not  to  charge  the 
legacies  upon  the  real  estates. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Shebbeare  for  the  specific  de- 
visee.— The  real  estate  comprised  in  the  residue  must  be 


(a)  2  My.  &  Cr.  695. 
(6)  3  Bligh.,  N.  S.,  84;  Lord 
St.  Leonardos  Book  on  Beal  Pro- 


perty, p.  422. 

(c)  2  De  G.  &  S.  722. 
(<Q  2  S.  &  S.  592. 
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^ArgumenL 


first  applied  in  the  pajnnent  of  the  debts;  for  the  gift;  of  it 
as  residue  shews  that  the  testator  only  meant  to  give  what 
should  remain  after  the  charges  thrown  upon  the  real  es- 
tate by  law  or  otherwise  should  have  been  satisfied.  In 
Hanby  v.  Roberts  (a),  Lord  Eardvncke  says,  "  If  one,  hav- 
ing land  and  personal  estate,  makes  his  will,  being  indebt- 
ed by  specialty,  and  he  gives  specific  legacies,  and  then 
gives  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate, 
if  creditors  exhaust  the  personalty,  the  legatees  may  stand 
in  their  place  and  come  upon  the  residuary  devisee,  6e- 
cauae  he  has  only  given  tiie  rest  and  residue."  Creditors 
claiming  by  title  paramount  before  1830  were  entitled  to 
be  satisfied  first  out  of  the  residuary  real  estate;  and, 
therefore,  since  Sir  Samuel  RomiUy's  Act,  3  &  4  W.  4,  c. 
104,  which  makes  real  estates  liable  to  simple  contract 
debts  of  the  deceased  owner,  the  simple  contract  creditors' 
rights  against  the  real  estate  must  have  been  intended  by 
the  testator  to  have  been  satisfied  out  of  any  property 
given  as  residue  in  his  will  before  it  could  come  under  that 
denomination:  Mirehouse  y  ScaifeQi),  Then,  the  testator 
has  directed  his  executrix  to  pay  his  debts,  and  given  his 
residuary  real  estate  to  her;  and  that  is  another  reason 
why,  when  the  personal  estate  is  exhausted,  this  residuary 
real  estate  should  be  the  next  property  in  order  liable  to 
pay  his  debts.  In  Finch  v.  HaM€rsley{c)  it  was  decided, 
in  the  year  1775,  that  a  direction  that  the  testator's  debts 
should  be  paid  by  his  executrix,  followed  by  a  devise  of 
all  his  real  estates  and  residuary  personalty  to  her,  made 
the  real  estates  liable  to  pay  the  debts,  on  a  deficiency  of 
the  personalty :  Howell  y,  Whitaker{d)y  Cross  y.  Kenning- 
ton{e)j  Powell  v.  Robins (f),  where  there  was  no  beneficial 
gift  to  the  executors ;  and  Braithwaite  v.  Britain{c/).    Then, 


(a)  Amb.  129;  S,  C,  nom. 
HarOfy  v.  Fisher,  2  CoU.  C.  C. 
512,  n.;  1  Dick.  104. 

(fc)2My.&Cr.696. 

(c)  3  UusB.  345,  n. 


(cQ  3  Buss.  348. 
(e)  9  Beav.  150. 
(/)  7  Ves.  209. 
(g)  1  Keen,  206. 
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the  residuary  real  property  must  be  applied  in  payment 
of  debts  before  the  leaseholds  specifically  bequeathed, 
for  these  are  for  this  purpose  in  the  same  position  as 
specifically  devised  freeholds:  Long  y.  Short  (a),  Tombs  y. 
Roch(b). 

The  Vice-Chanoellor  reserved  his  judgment. 


1864. 


Vice-Chanoellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

The  point  to  be  decided  in  this  case  is,  whether  or  not, 
under  the  terms  of  this  will,  there  was  a  charge  of  debts 
upon  the  property  devised  by  the  testator  to  his  widow, 
whom  he  made  executrix.  The  reason  for  which  it  has 
been  necessary  to  consider  this  point  is,  that  the  personal 
estate,  being  insufficient  for  payment  of  the  debts,  it  be- 
came important  to  determine  what  part  of  the  real  pro- 
perty should  be  first  sold  to  pay  the  debts.  The  direction 
in  the  will  is,  in  the  first  instance,  that  all  the  testator's 
debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  should  be  paid 
by  his  executrix  thereinafter  named.  The  testator  then 
gave  certain  property  specifically  to  diflerent  persons; 
among  others,  to  his  wife  for  life,  a  certain  dwelling-house 
and  appurtenances,  being  partly  freehold  and  partly  lease- 
hold; and  then  he  gave  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate,  goods,  chattels,  and  efiects  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever  to  his  wife  absolutely,  and  appointed  her 
executrix. 


ArgumenL 


March  21M. 
Judgment. 


The  cases  which  have  been  decided  with  reference  to 
the  direction,  that  the  testator's  debts  should  be  paid  by 
his  executor  have  gone  to  this  extent,  that,  whenever  a  di- 
rection of  that  kind  is  contained  in  the  will,  subject  to  the 
observations  which  I  shall  make  upon  the  case  of  Symona 
V.  James  (c),  it  is  considered  that  the  testator  has  imposed 


(a)  1  P.  Wmfl.  403. 
VOL.  I. 


(6)  2  CoU.  C.  C.  490. 
1 1 


(c)2Y;&C.C.301. 
B.  K.  W. 
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JydQm/oiJL 


upon  his  executor  the  duty  of  paying  those  debts  to  the 
extent  of  any  property  which  may  be  devised  to  him. 
That  is  too  firmly  settled  for  me  to  attempt  to  disturb  it, 
even  if  I  desired  so  to  do.  EenveU  v.  Whitaker(a)  was  by  no 
means  the  first  case  in  which  it  was  decided.  Finch  v  Hai- 
terdey,  cited  in  a  note  to  that  case  (6),  was  decided  in  1775 ; 
and  the  principle  was  recognised  by  Lord  Alvardey  in 
Keeling  v.  Brown(c)y  where  he  distinguishes  that  case,  and 
decides  that  there  was  no  charge  by  the  will  then  before 
him,  because  nothing  but  the  personal  estate  was  given 
to  the  executors  out  of  which  debts  could  be  paid.  In 
Powell  V.  Mobins  (cQ,  Finch  v.  EaUerdey  Q>)  and  Keeling 
V.  Brown  (c)  being  cited.  Sir  TT.  Qrant^  M.  K,  relies  upon 
the  latter  authority,  but  in  no  way  disputes  the  principle. 
Then,  there  is  the  case  of  HenvM  v.  Whitaker  (a),  where  the 
will  directed,  in  the  first  place,  that  all  the  testator's  debts 
should  be  paid  by  his  executor  thereinafter  named,  and  then 
contained  a  gift  of  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  the 
testator's  nephew  WtUiarn  Whitaker^  whom  he  appointed 
his  executor;  and  the  principle  there  laid  down  by  Sir  John 
Leach  was  entirely  in  accordance  with  the  previous  cases, 
but  perhaps  not  altogether  consistent  with  the  view  which 
he  himself  took  in  Wasse  v.  Hedington  {e).  In  EenvM  v. 
Whiiaker  (a).  Sir  J.  Leach  said:  "  When  the  testator  in  his 
will  directs  that  all  his  just  debts  and  ftmenJ  expenses  be 
ftdly  paid  by  his  executor  thereinafter  named,  it  must  be 
intended  that  he  had  then  ftdly  determined  who  that  exe- 
cutor should  be,  and  the  will  is  to  be  construed  as  if  he 
had  said,  I  direct  that  my  just  debts  and  funeral  expenses 
be  ftilly  paid  and  satisfied  by  my  nephew  WiUiam  Whit- 
aier^  whom  I  hereinafter  name  my  executor.  In  such  case 
the  obligation  to  pay  his  debts  and  ftmeral  expenses  would 
be  a  condition  imposed  upon  the  nephew  WiUiam  Whit- 


(a)  3  Bass.  343. 
(6)  3  Buss.  345,  n. 
(c)  6  Vea  3ft9. 


((0  7Ve8.211. 

(e)  3  My.  A  K.  495. 
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aker,  to  be  satisfied,  so  far  as  all  the  property  which  he 
deriyed  under  the  will  would  extend,  whether  personal  or 
real  This  principle  will  reconcile  all  the  authorities,  and 
will  be  of  ready  application  in  future  cases:*'  considering 
it  therefore  as  if  it  was  altogether  an  immaterial  question 
whether  he  was  executor  or  not,  but  that  it  was  a  gift  to 
him  nominatim,  subject  to  the  condition  of  paying  the 
testator's  debts.  In  WasM  ▼.  HesUngton  (a),  the  devise  was 
of  a  totally  different  description,  a  direction,  namely,  that 
the  testator's  debts  should  be  paid  by  his  executors  there- 
inafter mentioned;  and  then  a  devise  of  all  the  real  estate 
to  one  executor,  giving  to  the  other  only  a  small  benefit;  and 
Sir  J,  Leach  there  says:  "  PrimA  facie,  the  direction  of  the 
testator  that  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses  shall  be  paid 
by  his  executors,  imports  an  intention  that  the  debts  and 
funeral  expenses  are  to  be  paid  by  them  out  of  the  funds 
which  come  to  their  hands  as  executors."  That  seems  to 
be  a  totally  different  view  from  what  he  expressed  in  ffen- 
veil  V.  Whitaker  (6),  where  he  puts  it  upon  the  direction 
being  given  to  the  devisee,  not  as  executor,  but  nominal 
tim,  and  therefore  imposing  upon  him  the  condition  of 
paying  the  debts.  In  reference  to  that  case  he  continues: 
"  In  the  case  referred  to  it  appeared  to  me  to  be  manifest 
from  the  whole  will,  that  the  testator  intended  to  subject 
all  his  property  given  by  his  will  to  the  executors,  with 
the  payment  of  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses.  It  ap- 
pears to  me  in  this  case  to  be  equally  manifest  that  he 
had  not  that  intention:"  founding  his  decision  upon  the 
argument  of  counsel,  that  whereas  in  HenveU  v.  WhU- 
aker  (b)  there  was  a  direction  that  the  debts  should  be  paid 
by  the  executor,  and  then  a  gift  of  the  whole  property  to 
him;  here  the  direction  was  to  two  executors,  and  one  took 
a  much  larger  interest  than  the  other  by  the  will,  and 
there  was  nothing  to  attach  the  direction  to  the  gifi 


1854. 


(a)  3  My.  &  K.  495. 


(6)  3  B^sfl.  343. 


Il2 
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Again^  in  Dover  t.  Oregory  (a)  there  was  a  direction  that 
the  debts  were  to  be  paid  by  the  executor^  and  then  there 
was  a  gift  to  that  executor  of  certain  copyhold  property, 
by  words  which  would  not  cany  the  fee,  unless  the  debts 
were  held  to  be  charged  upon  it,  and  in  that  way  the  ques- 
tion arose  for  discussion,  it  being  the  interest  of  the  party 
<;laiming  under  the  devise  to  contend  that  the  property 
was  charged  with  debts,  and  was  given  to  him  in  fee,  sub- 
ject to  that  charge.  The  Vice-Chancellor  was  pressed  in 
argument  with  doubts  as  to  HenveU  v.  Whitaker  (b),  but 
he  said  that  he  considered  that  case  to  have  been  rightly 
decided,  and  that  it  had  been  much  contested,  but  had  not 
been  appealed,  and  must  be  treated  as  settled  law. 


The  case  of  Finch  v.  Hatterdey  (c)  recognises  this  doc- 
trine. Sir  TT.  Grant  had  treated  it  as  settled  before  HenveU 
V.  Whitaker  (6),  and  I  cannot  depart  from  it,  but  must  con- 
sider it  to  be  law.  Where  there  is  a  direction  to  execu- 
tors to  pay  the  testator's  debts,  it  cannot  be  mere  surplus- 
age, the  principle  being;  not  to  look  upon  any  words  in  a 
will  as  surplusage,  if  it  be  possible  to  avoid  it,  and  the 
only  meaning  that  can  be  given  to  it  is,  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  testator  by  this  direction,  and  by  giving 
property  to  the  executors,  to  create  a  charge  of  the  debts 
upon  that  property.  In  many  cases  words,  in  order  to 
give  them  effect,  have  a  peculiar  efficacy  attributed  to 
them.  Since  the  case  of  Clifford  v.  Lewis  (d),  a  direction 
that  the  testator  s  debts  should  be  paid,  in  the  commence- 
ment of  the  will,  has  been  extended  to  mean  more  than 
mere  payment,  which  the  law  would  require  if  there  were 
no  such  direction,  and  has  been  held  to  create  a  charge 
upon  all  the  real  estate  devised.  In  Clifford  v.  Letuis  (d) 
the  words  "in  the  first  place,''  which  have  been  relied 
on  in  some  cases,  did  not  occur;  but  Sir  J.  Leach^  V.  C, 


(a)  10  Sim.  301. 
(6)  3Ba88.343. 


(c)  3  Bubs.  346,  n. 
((06Mad<L33. 
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said,  that  he  could  not  make  any  distinction  on  that  ao-        1864. 
count    That  case  has  been  recognised  as  an  authority  in 
Mirehouse  v.  Scaife  (a). 

Therefore,  the  only  doubts  which  have  been  thrown  upon  J^tdgmeiu. 
this  line  of  cases  are  suggested  by  the  decision  of  Lord 
Justice  Knight  Bruce^  then  Vice-Chancellor,  in  Symona  v. 
James  (b).  There  the  will  directed,  that  the  debts  should 
be  paid  by  the  executors,  and  then  gave  certain  estates 
to  the  testator's  two  grandsons,  giving  more  to  one  than  to 
the  other  of  them,  and  finally  gave  them  all  his  real  estate, 
not  using  the  words  ^'  rest  and  residue,'^  and  appointed 
them  executors;  and  the  Vice-Chancellor,  intimating  in 
his  judgment  some  doubts  as  to  whether  he  acquiesced  in 
HenveU  v.  Whitaker  (c),  said,  he  considered  that,  upon 
the  will  before  him,  it  was  not  the  desire  of  the  testator 
that  the  debts  should  be  paid  out  of  that  property;  resting 
his  decision  entirely  upon  the  whole  wilL 

Now,  in  this  case  there  is  really  nothing  in  the  will  to 
exempt  it  from  the  ordinary  rule,  except  the  circumstance 
that  a  life  interest  is  given  to  Mrs.  Powell  in  part  of  the 
real  estate;  and  it  might  be  argued,  that  it  was  not  a  pro- 
bable intention  of  the  testator  to  effect  a  charge  upon  that 
life  interest;  but  then,  as  the  testator  afterwards  gave  her 
all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate, 
it  cannot  be  supposed,  if  the  intention  may  be  implied 
from  the  general  direction  only,  that  it  is  not  to  be  implied 
simply  because  a  life  interest  only  in  part  of  the  property 
was  given  to  the  executrix.  "Whether  the  residue  be  suffi- 
cient or  not,  the  whole  interest  which  she  takes  under  the 
will  would,  according  to  the  authorities,  be  held  to  be 
charged  with  the  testator's  debts.  There  is  no  such  point 
in  this  case  as  in  Symona  v.  James  (b),  where,  there  being 

(a)  2  My.  &  Cr.  707.        (6)  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  301.        (c)  3  Rubs.  343. 
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Ig54  a  direction  that  the  debts  should  be  paid  by  the  executors, 
which  would  imply  an  equal  liability,  unequal  gifts  were 
made  to  them,  as  occurred  also  in  Wasse  v.  Hedington  (a). 
In  those  cases  it  might  appear  improbable  from  the  whole 
•**•*"*****  instrument  that  the  parties  taking  unequal  benefits  were 
to  be  liable  to  the  debts  in  equal  proportiona  There  is  no- 
thing like  that  here.  It  is,  certainly,  not  less  a  charge 
£fom  the  form  of  the  gift.  The  gift  is  here  of  all  the  "  rest 
and  residue,'^  which  has  been  held  in  many  cases  to  create 
a  charge,  as  in  Mirehouae  v.  Seaife  (6),  where  there  was  a 
previous  gift  of  some  real  estate,  though  it  did  not  appear 
whether  it  was  freehold  or  leasehold;  and  Lord  Gottenham 
held,  that  the  gift  of  the  real  estate  as  residue  implied  a 
charge  of  the  debts  (c).  Having  given  here  this  direction 
to  the  executrix  to  pay  the  debts,  and  devised  all  the  rest 
and  residue  of  his  estate  to  her,  I  think  that  the  pajrment 
of  the  debts  was  clearly  a  duty  which  was  to  be  discharged 
by  and  out  of  the  gift  to  her;  and  first  out  of  the  property 
comprised  in  the  residuary  gift,  and  this  must  include  the 
debt  which  seems  to  be  due  to  her  under  the  trusts  of  her 
settlement 

(a)  3My.&K«495.       (^)  H  My.  &  Or.  696.  ,     (c)  See  last  case. 
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ELT  ON  BEHALF,  &c.,  v.  THE  BURIAL  BOARD  for     Feb.s^th; 
THE  Parish  of  St.  MARY,  ISLINGTON.  MarehiOih. 

JdY  the  25th  section  of  the  5th  Geo.  4,  a  cxzy.,  an  Act  vutry^iugkt 
passed  for  the  benefit  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Islington,  pM^H^oeo. 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  it  was  provided,  "That,  at  all  ^»  ''^  $5w^ 
yestries  of  the  said  parish,  the  yicar,  if  present,  shall  be  u^. 
the  chairman;  but  if  he  shall  be  absent,  then  the  occupiers  a  burial  board, 
of  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  as  aforesaid,  then  and  de?tho1?5^" 
there  present,  shall  appoint  a  chairman  by  show  of  ha/nds,  i?  Vict  c  85, 
(each  haying  one  vote  and  no  more),  which  appointment  yestiyoftha 
shall  be  conclusive,  and  aU  other  questions,  matters,  a/nd  2di5ia?^'e^ 
ihinffs  proposed  in  su^ch  vestries  shall,  in  like  manner,  be  in  ^^^^^ 
^  first  instance  determined  by  show  of  hamds,  which  deter^  to  borrow  any 
mination  shaU  be  final  and  conclusive,  unless  a  division  be  ^atlxe&a^^ 
demanded.    Provided  always,  that  nothing  in  this  Act  ^^^?^^;^ 
contained  shall  prevent  any  three  occupiers  of  lands,  tene-  Tbii  proponi 

,  ,        ,       was  not  put  to 

ments,  or  hereditaments  as  aforesaid,  from  demanding  in  the  yote  by  a 
writing,  at  such  vestries,  a  ballot  on  any  question  of  elec-  but^met  by 

an  amendment, 
that  the  matter  should  be  referred  back  to  the  board  to  be  reconsidered;  and  a  show  of  hands 
being  taken  upon  this  amendment,  it  was  carried  by  a  majority.  A  division  was  then  demanded, 
whereupon  the  chairman  said,  that  there  should  be  a  poll  upon  the  original  proposal  and  the  amend- 
ment  together,  and  that  the  rotes  must  be  affirmatively  for  one  or  the  other,  and  not  negatively  as 
to  either,  and  that  no  further  amendment  could  afterwards  be  received.  A  majority  of  affirmative 
votes  were  given  for  the  original  resolution: — Held,  that  the  proceeding  was  too  informal  to  au- 
thorise the  burial  board  to  borrow  the  money,  for  that  no  show  of  hands  baring  been  taken  upon 
the  original  resolution  it  could  not  properly  be  put  to  the  poll,  having  regard  to  the  provisions  of 
the  special  Act  regulating  the  proceedings  of  this  particular  vestry. 

Held,  also,  that  the  manner  of  putting  the  resolation  and  amendment  to  the  poll,  and  requiring 
only  affirmative  votes  on  each,  was  informal,  because,  the  majority  of  votes  being  given  for  ihe  ori- 
ginal proposition  did  not  prove  that  it  was  preferred  to  any  other,  but  merely  to  that  particular 
proposition  which  had  been  put  as  an  amendment,  and  which  was  not  a  direct  negative  of  it. 

A  **  division"  of  a  vestry,  **  to  be  taken  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  58  Qeo.  3,  c.  69,"^  may 
be  taken  by  a  poll  of  all  the  ratepayers,  such  poll  being  an  adjournment  of  the  vestry. 

At  such  poll,  the  original  proposition  and  an  amendment  inconsistent  with  it,  being  the  only  one 
proposed,  may  be  put  to  the  vote,  and  affirmative  and  negative  votes  may  be  taken  upon  each,  and 
in  that  way  the  sense  of  the  voters  may  be  ascertained. 

Observations  upon  the  best  mode  of  taking  the  opinion  of  a  meeting  apon  a  resolution  and 
amendment. 


Eftr 


CA8BIS 

or<Jk«%  widcii  dan 

AMaheoammtnatdiheuat&aj  {man 

be  ooDtiiraed  bomti^a  of  the  dotk  in  tliemonui^«Bl3 

mjLoflhe  dock  in  ihe  aficnoon,  and  dball  bei 

llie  wnfrrffAmg  6mj  (noc  being  Snnd^]^  and 

dning  tbe  flune  hou!^  ^lea  it  dball  finaUr  doK^  nnd  die 

claetioB  be  deteimined;  iBirf  in  oB ooaes  c^^tmbn  or  ioflbi 

Of  i^^brvwiMi,  He  waie$  AaH  he  iakem  m  He  ■iwinfr  ptnt- 

ecrSbed  hg  am  Att  piiifJ  in  the  58tli  jenr  of  the  reign  of 

Hb  kte  XajeetJ  King  Geoege  tbe  TUrd,  intitiilwi  Am 

Aa/arAeBeffwlaiiimi/Paruk  reMriee"  {a). 

nepnctieeof  tboTestiy,  after  the  poadng  of  ibis  Aci^ 
wa%  fiir  some  time,  to  decide  all  qnestions  arising  at  tcs- 
trief  bj  a  diiision  of  tbe  latepajen  qualified  to  Tote 
then  and  there  psesent,  tbe  doon  being  doeed  as  soon  as 
the  diTisicm  was  demanded.  Howerer,  in  1852,  some  ques- 
tion baTing  arisen  as  to  tbe  legality  of  this  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding and  opinions  of  ooonsd  baring  beoi  giren  in 
fiiTOor  of  and  against  it,  tbe  diaiiman,  at  a  Testiy  held  in 
that  jear,  decbred,  that,  whenever  in  fotnre  a  dirision 
sboold  be  demanded,  be  should  take  a  poll  of  the  whole 
parish;  and  that  was  afterwards  done  in  sereral  instances 

Before  the  29th  of  December,  1852,  a  burial  board  had 
been  appointed  for  the  said  parish,  under  the  prorisions 
of  tbe  I5th  &  16th  Vict  c.  85,  which  constituted  the 
board  a  body  corporate,  and  empowered  them,  te^  Ihe 
Bancticn  of  the  vestry,  and  the  approval  of  the  Com> 
missioners  of  her  Majesty's  Treasury,  to  borrow  any 
money  required  for  proriding  and  laying  out  a  burial 
ground  under  the  Act,  and  to  charge  the  future  poor- 
rates  of  the  parish  with  the  payment  of  interest  thereon, 
and  one-twentieth  of  the  principal  every  year,  until  the 

(a)  56  Geo.  3,  c.  69. 
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whole  was  discharged;  and  also  empowered  them,  with 
the  approval  of  the  vestry  of  the  parish,  to  contract  for  and 
purchase  any  land  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  burying 
ground  as  therein  mentioned. 

The  said  burial  board  had  accordingly  made  a  pro- 
visional contract,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  said  ves- 
try, for  the  purchase  of  a  large  piece  of  ground  in  the 
parish  of  Finchley,  in  order  that  the  same  might  be  laid 
out  as  a  cemetery  for  the  said  parish  of  8t  Mary,  Idington. 

At  a  vestry  holden  on  the  29th  of  December,  1862,  for 
the  said  parish  of  St  Mary,  Idington,  the  said  burial 
board  presented  a  report,  stating  the  substance  of  such 
provisional  contract,  and  recommending  the  vestry  to  give 
their  sanction  for  obtaining  the  approval  of  her  Majesty's 
Treasury  in  borrowing  the  money  required  to  provide  and 
lay  out  the  burial  ground,  not  exceeding  20,0002.,  to  be 
repaid  in  twenty  years. 

At  the  same  vestry  this  report  was  received,  and  the 
following  resolution  was  moved  and  seconded — "That  the 
burial  board  be  authorised,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Com- 
missioners of  her  Majesty's  Treasury,  to  borrow  the  sums 
of  money  necessary  to  be  raised  for  providing  and  laying 
out  the  burial  ground,  not  exceeding  20,0002.,  as  mentioned 
in  the  report,  and  to  make  arrangements  for  facilitating 
interments  therein." 

Thereupon  the  following  amendment  was  moved  and 
seconded — "  That,  in  the  opinion  of  this  vestry,  ample  ar- 
rangement may  be  made  with  existing  cemetery  com- 
panies in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  Parliament  for  the 
burial  of  paupers  in  this  parish;  and  other  persons  may 
safely  be  left  to  act  in  accordance  with  their  own  discre- 
tion as  heretofore;  and  that,  therefore,  the  report  be  re- 
ferred back  to  the  burial  board  for  reconsideration." 


18M. 
Elt 

V. 

Thi  Burul 

BoAKD,  St. 

Mary's 

ISLINOTQIf. 

SkUemenL 
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1854.  ^  show  of  hands  was  then  taken  on  the  motion,  whe- 

ther such  amendment  should  be  adopted  or  not^  when 
there  appeared  to  be — 

For  the  amendment  sixty-thre^;  and  against  it  for^- 
four. 

The  opponents  of  the  amendment  then  demanded  that 
there  should  be  a  division;  whereupon  the  chairman  de- 
clared that  a  poll  of  the  whole  body  of  ratepayers  should 
be  taken,  and  that  the  same  should  take  place  in  the 
vestry-room  of  the  parish  church,  on  the  2nd  and  3rd  of 
January,  1854. 

The  Plaintiff,  C.  H.  Ett,  upon  that,  handed  to  the  chair- 
man a  paper  writing,  signed  by  him,  giving  notice  of  his 
intention  to  move  another  amendment  in  case  the  said 
amendment  was  lost 

The  chairman,  however,  said  that  he  could  not  receive 
another  amendment,  and  declared  that  he  should  take  the 
votes  not  for  and  against  the  amendment,  but  only  affirm- 
atively for  the  original  motion,  and  affirmatively  for  the 
amendment;  and  that,  if  the  amendment  were  carried  at 
the  poll  so  taken,  he  should  put  it  to  the  vestry  as  an 
original  motion,  and  that  upon  that  he  would  receive 
any  amendment;  but  that,  if  the  original  motion  were 
carried  at  such  poll,  he  should  not  take  any  further  amend- 
ment upon  it 

The  poll  was  taken  at  the  time  and  in  the  manher  pre- 
scribed by  the  chairman ;  and  the  result  was,  that  997  votes 
were  given  for  the  original  resolution,  and  390  only  for 
the  amendment;  and  this  result  was  declared  at  a  vestry 
of  the  said  parish  of  St  Mary,  Islington,  holden  on  the 
5th  day  of  January,  1854;  and  the  chairman  then  refused 
to  receive  any  further  amendment 
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The  said  burial  board  thereupon  applied  for,  and  ob-  1954^ 

tained,  the  approval  of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  Her  ^    ^  ^ 

Majesty's  Treasury  to  their  borrowing  the  said  sum  of  9. 

20,000/.,  and  were  endeavouring  to  obtain  an  advance  of  ^'a,^te' 

such  sum.  Ma.»y% 


ISLtNGTOir. 


The  Plaintiff,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  rate- 
payers of  the  said  parish,  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against 
the  burial  board,  as  Defendants,  praying  for  a  declaration, 
that  the  said  provisional  contract  had  not  been  approved 
by  the  vestry,  and  that  the  burial  board  had  not  been  au- 
thorised by  the  said  vestry  to  borrow  the  said  sum  of 
20,0002L,  or  any  other  sum,  for  providing  or  laying  out 
any  burial  ground  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute 
of  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85;  and  for  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain the  said  burial  board  from  borrowing  the  said  sum 
of  20,000/.,  or  any  other  sum  for  such  purposes,  and  from 
charging,  or  attempting  to  charge,  the  future  poor  ratea 
of  the  said  parish  with  the  payment  thereof  or  any  interest 
thereon. 

The  Plaintiff  now  moved  for  an  injunction  in  the  above 
terms.  Evidence  was  given  that  the  ratepayers  of  the 
parish  were  about  10,000  in  number,  and  that  the  area  of 
the  church  in  which  the  vestries  were  held  was  not  suflSi- 
cient  to  accommodate  more  than  a  small  proportion  of 
that  number  at  one  time;  that  the  vestry  meetings  had 
lasted  until  past  midnight,  and  many  vestrymen  in  conse- 
quence declined  to  attend. 


Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Oder,  for  the  motion. — ^The     Ar^umtnL 
decision  of  the  veatry  should  be  anrived  at  by  a  division 
or  a  ballot  of  those  "  then  and  there  present,''  if  de- 
manded, under  the  29th  section  of  the  5  Geo.  4,  c.  cxxv. 
The  statute  58  Geo.  3,  c.  69,  ss.  2  and  3,  referred  to  in 
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that  section,  provide  no  other  mode  of  voting:  The  King 
V.  The  Archdeacon  of  Chester  (a),  The  Queen  v.  The  Rector 
of  Lambeth  (6),  Houghton  v.  Reynolds  (c).  [The  Vicb-Chah- 
OBLLOE. — ^Women  have  the  right  of  voting,  who  would  not 
be  likely  to  be  present]  But,  assuming  that  there  must 
be  a  poll,  it  has  not  been  properly  taken.  No  distinct 
aflirmative  or  negative  has  been  given  to  the  original  reso- 
lution; but  the  resolution  and  amendment  being  put  to- 
gether, the  voters  have  been  asked  to  affirm  one  or  the 
other.  Supposing  the  amendment  not  to  be  affirmed,  there 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  other  amendments  would  not  have 
been  proposed.  [The  Vioe-Chakoellob. — In  the  House 
of  Commons  the  first  thing  put  to  the  vote  is,  whether  the 
original  question  or  the  amendment  should  be  submitted 
to  the  House.] 


Mr.  W.  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Q.  L.  Russdl,  contrk — 
The  mode  of  voting  here  adopted  was  quite  proper.  The 
sense  of  the  parish  has  been  substantially  taken  on  the 
question,  for  the  amendment  was  a  negative  of  the  reso- 
lution ;  and,  therefore,  putting  them  together  was  the  same 
as  taking  a  vote  aye  or  no  upon  the  original  resolution. 
[The  Vicb-Chanobllob. — ^What  was  there  to  prevent  any 
one  moving  that  only  15,0002.  should  be  borrowed?]  The 
parish  must  either  vote  for  or  against  the  proposition  sub- 
mitted to  them;  they  cannot  interfere  with  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  burial  board.  [The  Vicb-Chancbllob. — No 
show  of  hands  was  taken  upon  the  original  resolution  at 
all]  The  vestry  might  waive  the  right  of  having  a  show 
of  hands,  and  that  was  done  here  by  the  course  which  was 
actually  taken  and  acquiesced  in. 

The  Vestry  Acts  have  not  taken  away  the  common-law 
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right  of  voting  by  a  poll :  Regina  y.  St  Mary  FewingUm  (a), 
Campbell  y.  Maund  (6). 

The  reply  was  not  heard. 


Vice-Chancbllor  Sir  W.  Paob  Wood: — 

It  is  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons  in  the  parish  who 
are  interested  in  this  matter,  that  the  attempt  to  raise  a 
sum  of  money  upon  this  resolution  should  not  be  pro- 
ceeded with,  because  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  there 
would  be  very  great  difficulty  as  to  the  authority  of  the 
burial  board  in  this  case  to  raise  or  expend  this  money. 
The  burial  board  have  no  power  of  raising  any  sum  of 
money  which  has  not  been  authorised  by  the  vestry  to  be 
expended  for  certain  purposes.  The  20th  section  of  the 
15  &  16  Vict  c.  85,  enacts,  "That  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  board,  with  the  sanction  of  the  vestry,  and  the  approval 
of  the  commissioners  of  her  Majesty's  Treasury,  to  borrow 
any  money  required  for  providing  and  laying  out  any 
burial  ground  under  this  Act:''  and  it  authorises  them  to 
charge  the  same  on  the  poor  rates,  subject  of  course  to  the 
19th  section,  which  says,  that  no  greater  sum  can  be 
raised  than  is  raised  by  the  authority  of  the  vestry.  Now, 
what  has  taken  place  is  this, — The  vestry  met  together, 
— ^The  burial  board  proposed  that  a  sum,  not  exceeding 

20.0001,  should  be  authorised  to  be  raised  by  thenL  I  am 
not  quite  clear  that  it  would  not  be  competent  on  that 
proposal  for  the  vestry  to  say,  that  they  objected  to  raise 

20.0002.  but  would  authorise  the  board  to  raise  15,0002. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  burial  board,  without  making  any 
new  regulation,  if  they  were  willing  to  accede  to  that, 
would  not  be  bound  by  their  proposal;  but  that,  having 
proposed  to  raise  20,0002.,  they  might  accept  an  authority 
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to  raiise  15,0002.,  and  that  they  would  then  be  anthoriBed 
to  raise  that  sum  with  the  consent  of  the  Treasury;  and  so 
with  any  other  smaller  sum,  which,  after  a  free  discussion, 
might  be  authorised  by  the  vestry. 

The  vestry  in  this  case  met,  and  the  proposal  laid  before 
them  was  to  raise  the  sum  of  20,000^  That  was  answered 
by  an  amendment,  that  the  whole  matter  should  be  sent 
back  to  the  board  to  be  reconsidered.  What  was  the  re- 
sult of  that  amendment  being  rejected?  Could  any  one 
think,  if  nothing  more  were  done,  that  the  vestry,  by  re- 
jecting the  amendment,  had  passed  the  original  resolution 
simply;  and  that,  by  determining  not  to  send  it  back  to 
the  board,  they  are  to  be  considered  as  having  authorised 
the  expenditure  of  20,0002?  I  think  that  would  be  a  yery 
strong  construction  of  these  proceedings. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  still  be  open  to  the  parties 
to  say,  that  they  were  prepared  to  negative,  not  only  the 
reconsideration  of  the  matter,  but  also  the  original  proposal 
altogether;  or  there  might  be  another  party,  and,  possibly, 
a  numerous  one,  who  might  say,  that  they  thought  20,000]L 
too  large,  and  considered  that,  when  they  negatived  the 
amendment,  it  would  be  open  to  them  to  propose  a  less 
sum,  such  as  15,0002.,  and  make  some  other  arrangement. 
It  is  true,  that,  in  this  case  it  is  not  alleged  that  there 
were  persons  who  were  disposed  to  vote  for  a  less  sum,  or 
who  were  disposed  to  negative  the  proposition  altogether. 
But,  when  a  large  body  of  persons  is  to  be  bound  by  the 
decision  of  the  majority,  many  of  those  persons  being  ne- 
cessarily, under  the  circumstances,  absent  from  the  meet- 
ing itself,  it  is  perfectly  necessary  that  every  thing  should 
be  done  in  the  strictest  possible  form,  and  that  the  absent 
parties  should  be  able  to  come  afterwards,  and  see  in  the 
vestry  books  the  resolution  by  which  they  are  bound  to 
pay  their  proportion  of  the  20,0002. 
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In  this  case  all  that  could  be  shewn  would  be  the  reso- 
lution by  which  the  proposal  was  made  to  raise  that  sum, 
and  the  motion  that  such  proposal  should  be  reconsidered. 
They  would  say,  "  Where  do  we  find  any  vote  which  binds 
us  to  pay  20,0001;  nothing  of  the  kind  is  recorded  in  the 
books/'  The  only  way  in  which  that  has  been  attempted  to 
be  met  is  this: — It  is  said,  that  the  rector,  at  the  close  of 
the  meeting,  said,  that  the  amendment  having  been  carried 
and  a  division  demanded  in  respect  of  that,  as  there  was 
going  to  be  a  division  on  the  amendment,  he  should  also 
put  the  original  proposition  to  a  polL     But  it  appears  to 
me,  in  the  first  place,  that  it  was  not  competent  for  the 
chairman  to  put  any  resolution  at  all  to  a  division  by  way 
of  poll,  which  had  never  been  propounded  to  the  parties 
in  vestry  assembled.    The  Act  says  expressly,  that  every 
question  there  shall  be  first  determined  by  a  show  of 
hands.     The  question,  "aye"  or  "  no,"  as  to  the  20,000i, 
had  never  been  put  from  the  chair  at  all:  it  had  been 
moved  and  seconded,  and  nothing  more;  and,  therefore, 
no  one  was  in  a  position  to  have  demanded  a  poll  upon 
this,  as  no  division  or  show  of  hands  had  taken  place.     I 
cannot  think  that  the  show  of  hands  was  a  mere  form.  It 
was  provided  advisedly  by  the  Legislature  for  the  purpose 
of  having  a  discussion  upon  the  question,  before  putting  the 
parish  to  the  inconvenience  of  a  division  or  a  poll;  and  if 
no  division  be  demanded  after  a  show  of  hands,  the  whole 
thing  is  concluded  and  settled.    But  even  if  there  is  to  be 
a  division,  I  think  it  was  intended  there  should  be  some 
discussion,  which  should  be  determined  by  a  show  of  hands 
before  a  division  should  take  place.    In  this  case  the  ori- 
ginal resolution  and  the  amendment  were  being  discussed 
at  the  same  time.  I  can  quite  understand,  when  the  ques- 
tion was  once  put  from  the  chair,  that  the  show  of  hands 
or  division  might  be  considered  a  form;  and  the  mover 
might  say,  "  I  see  such  a  large  majority,  I  will  not  trouUe 
you  to  hold  up  your  hands.    The  resolution  has  been  put 
from  the  chair,  I  consent  to  its  being  negatived,  and  I 
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ask  a  poll''  But  here  the  original  resolution  was  never 
put  from  the  chair,  nor  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
meeting  at  all;  or  at  least  the  only  way  in  which  it  was 
brought  to  their  attention  was  by  the  amendment  to  this 
resolution,  which  is  said  to  be  a  complete  negative.  But 
this  amendment  seems  to  me  not  to  be  a  complete  nega- 
tive: it  leaves  the  two  points  open.  After  the  amend- 
ment had  been  negatived,  there  would  have  been  no  au- 
thority to  raise  the  20,0002.,  and  it  would  have  been  quite 
open  to  any  one  to  say,  "I  do  not  hold  myself  concluded; 
I  still  wish  to  negative  the  resolution.'^  It  is  not  necessary 
for  me  to  say  whether  it  would  have  been  competent  to 
them  to  move  another  amendment;  the  mode  of  taking  the 
votes  might  possibly  have  left  that  course  open;  but  there 
is  a  mode  of  taking  the  votes,  which  I  hope  will  be  adhered 
to  on  another  occasion,  which  may  preclude  the  necessity 
of  second,  third,  and  fourth  amendments. 

•  Another  objection  arises  on  what  has  been  done.  The 
chairman  should  at  least  say,  the  original  question  shall 
be  put,  as  well  as  the  amendment,  and  in  that  way  he 
could  take  a  decision  upon  each  subject  of  the  meeting 
Then,  the  chairman  might  go  to  the  parish  with  a  poll 
upon  each  question  after  that  decision.  But  he  has  not 
done  that.  He  has  submitted  two  propositions  together, 
which  he  and  every  body  else,  I  dare  say,  considered 
to  be  exactly  antagonistic,  but  they  are  not  He  did 
not  say,  "I  put  proposition  A.  to  the  poll,  aye  or  no;" 
and  "I  put  proposition  B.  to  the  poll,  aye  or  no,''  but  he 
has  put  both  at  once,  and  has  got  only  a  one-sided  poll  on 
each  proposition,  and  has  not  taken  the  negative  upon  ei- 
ther. That  seems  to  me  to  be  an  irregularity,  which  would 
occasion  extreme  difficulty  to  any  party  who  wished  here- 
after to  raise  money  on  this  species  of  security,  and  I  think 
it  would  therefore  be  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  that  the 
proceeding  should  be  stayed. 
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Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  asked  that  the  motion  might  stand 
over,  so  that  the  opinion  of  the  parish  might  be  taken  in 
a  proper  mode,  the  Defendants  doing  nothing  in  the  mean 
time  contrary  to  the  notice  of  motion. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. — I  think  it  is  reasonable,  on  their 
undertaking  to  do  nothing  in  the  mean  time,  that  this 
motion  should  stand  over  till  next  seal. 
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At  a  meeting  of  the  vestry  of  the  said  parish,  on  the 
9th  of  March,  1854,  the  chairman  stated  the  effect  of  the 
proceedings  in  this  suit,  and  that  he  had  consequently 
taken  the  opinion  of  counsel,  who  had  advised  that  it  was 
not  essential  to  preserve  the  form  of  putting  amendments, 
but  that  the  chairman  should  state  his  willingness  to  re- 
ceive any  proposition  that  might  be  put  upon  the  matter 
in  question;  and  that  he  should  take  a  division  by  show  of 
hands,  first  on  the  original  proposition,  and  then  on  every 
other  proposition,  in  the  order  in  which  they  were  pro- 
posed; and,  if  a  division  or  poll  should  be  demanded  on 
any  or  all  of  these  questions,  he  should  then  adjourn  the 
meeting,  that  a  poll  might  be  taken  "  aye  or  no,"  on  the 
original  proposition,  and  also,  as  a  distinct  matter,  on 
each  of  the  other  propositions  upon  which  it  should  be 
demanded. 

The  two  following  propositions  were  then  moved  and 
seconded : — 

1 .  "  That  this  vestry  hereby  authorises  the  burial  board 
expending  any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  not  exceeding 
20,000i.,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  and  laying  out 
a  burial  ground  for  this  parish,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  Parliament  of  the  15th  &  16th  Vict.  c.  85, 
intituled  *An  Act  to  amend  the  Laws  concerning  the 
Burial  of  the  Dead  in  the  Metropolis,'  and  hereby  sanc- 
tions the  burial  board  borrowing  the  money  required  for 
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the  providing  and  laying  out  such  burial  ground  under 
the  Mkid  Act,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  20,U0(ML,  and 
charging  the  future  poor-rates  of  the  parish  with  the  pay- 
ment of  such  money,  and  the  interest  thereon/' 

2.  "  That  the  report  of  the  burial  board,  in  recommend- 
ing the  purchase  of  so  much  as  thirty  acres  of  land,  at  the 
distance  of  Finchley^  at  so  large  a  price  as  900(K.,  and  also 
in  recommending  that  two-thirds  thereof  be  forthwith  con- 
secrated, is  unsatisfactory  to  this  vestry,  and  ought  not  to 
bo  acted  upon,  and  that  the  report  be  referred  back  to  the 
burial  board  to  be  revised  and  altered;  and  that,  in  revis- 
ing and  altering  the  same,  the  board  be  instructed  to  have 
regard  to  this  resolution." 

Upon  a  show  of  hands  being  taken  upon  each  of  these 
propositions  separately,  the  result  was,  that  the  former 
was  lost  by  seventy-five  to  thirty-eight,  and  the  latter  car- 
ried by  ninety-one  votes  to  thirty-five  A  division  was 
then  demanded  upon  each.  No  other  proposition  was 
made  at  the  vestry,  but  the  Plaintiff  claimed  a  right,  if 
the  second  proposition  should  be  lost  at  the  poll,  to  make 
another  proiH>sition  after  the  result  was  known 

The  meeting  was  then  adjourned  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  a  poll»  the  result  of  which  was,  that  the  second 
)irv>pix$itivm  was  negatived  by  952  votes  to  259,  and  the 
first  affirmed  by  1011  to  202. 

It  appeared.  fn>m  the  affidavit  of  the  proposer  of  the 
s^vond  re:$v>lution.  that  there  was  some  confusion  at  the 
pdL  many  waters  not  understanding  the  nature  and  effect 
of  the  vv^tes?  they  had  given,  some  vodng  fijr  both  resolu- 
tions and  ^"^me  votimc  a^riinst  that  which  they  stated 
^h^-y  Uavl  iutended  to  <up|?ort. 


Th^  weult  of  the  poll  was  stated  to  the  vesory,  at  the 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


461 


adjourned  meeting,  on  the  16th  March,  1864,  but  the 
Plaintiff  did  not  propose  any  new  resolution. 

The  motion  for  the  injunction  was  now  renewed. 


Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Osier  argued  that  the  pro- 
ceeding to  a  poll  at  all  was  unauthorised,  for  that  the 
opinion  of  the  vestry  ought  to  have  been  taken  by  a  division 
of  those  then  and  there  present  Then  the  manner  of  put- 
ting the  question  was  irregular,  for  the  original  proposi- 
tion ought  to  have  been  put  first,  and  then  the  amend- 
ment, and  an  opportunity  given  for  proposing  further 
amendments. — ^They  cited,  also.  The  Queen  v.  The  Vesbry- 
men,  cfec,  of  St  Pancras  (a),  in  which  it  was  considered 
doubtful  whether  the  division  directed  to  be  taken  under 
Sir  /.  Eohhouse's  Act,  1  &  2  Will.  4,  a  60,  a  14,  was  not  in- 
tended  to  supersede  the  common-law  right  of  having  a  poll. 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  referred  to  The  Queen  v.  D'Oyley  (6), 
in  which  it  was  held,  that  a  nomination,  directed  by  a 
special  Act  to  be  made  by  vestrymen  "then  present," 
might  be  made  by  a  poll. 

The  Defendants'  counsel  were  not  heard. 
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Vice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Paob  Wood: — . 

I  think  that  this  last  question  which  has  been  raised 
is  one  of  considerable  importance;  but  I  do  not  think 
that  I  ought  to  interfere  at  the  present  moment,  upon 
that  ground,  by  injunction,  considering  all  that  has  taken 
place  within  the  parish,  and  the  mode  in  which  the  Act 
of  Parliament  has  been  acted  upon  for  the  last  two 
years.  The  question  raised  is  this — ^whether  or  not, 
where  there  is  any  matter  put  to  the  vote  in  the  parish 
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vestry,  and  a  division  is  thereupon  demanded,  the  divi- 
sion should  be  by  closing  the  doors,  and  taking  a  division 
of  those  who  are  then  and  there  present,  or  whether  it 
should  be  by  taking  a  poll  of  the  parish,  including 
all  the  ratepayers — the  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the 
parish.  The  Act  here  speaks  of  persons  then  and  there 
present  appointing  a  chairman.  I  do  not  think  that  much 
turns  upon  that;  and  then  it  says,  that  ''  all  other  ques- 
tions, matters,  and  things  proposed  in  such  vestries  shall 
in  like  manner  be,  in  the  first  instance,  determined  by 
show  of  hands,  which  determination  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive,  unless  a  division  be  demanded;"  and  then 
there  occurs  a  clause  which  says,  "  Provided  always,  that 
nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  prevent  any  three  oc- 
cupiers of  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  as  aforesaid 
from  demanding  in  writing,  at  such  vestries,  a  ballot  on 
any  question  of  election  of  officers."  That  does  rather 
look  as  if  they  were  having  regard  in  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment to  the  common-law  right  of  demanding  a  poll  with 
reference  to  the  election  of  officers,  though  I  notice  that 
the  word  "  ballot "  is  used  not  "  polL"  The  Act  proceeds 
to  point  out  the  days  and  times  when  it  shall  take  place, 
saying  nothing  of  that  kind  as  to  divisions;  and  then  it 
says,  "  And  in  all  cases  of  division  or  ballot  as  aforesaid, 
the  votes  shall  be  taken  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
58th  Geo.  3rd,  c.  69."  Then,  turning  to  that  Act,  the  3rd 
section  of  it  does  not  seem  to  contemplate  any  difficulty 
in  ascertaining  the  plurality  of  votes  of  those  present.  It 
says,  on  all  such  occasions,  the  inhabitants  there  pre- 
sent, according  to  their  different  rights,  are  to  have  so 
many  votes.  But  then,  we  must  always  remember 
when  the  word  "present"  is  used,  it  is  held  in  law 
that  at  a  poll  everybody  is  present  That  seems  to  me  to 
be  probably  the  real  exposition  of  these  statutes.  In  the 
case  of  The  Queen  v.  D'Oyley  (a),  and  in  the  other  case 
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which  was  mentioned,  The  Queen  v.  The  Vestrymen  of  St 
Pancraaia),  a  question  was  raised  about  persons  present; 
and  the  answer  which  was  given,  not  only  by  the  counsel, 
but  also  by  the  Court,  was,  that  the  persons  who  vote  at 
the  poll  are  present  substantially  at  the  vestry.  The  poll 
is,  in  truth,  an  adjournment  of  the  vestry,  and  they  are  as 
much  present,  as  any  persons  who  might  come  in  while 
the  division  was  going  on  would  be  present  Certainly, 
nothing  was  there  said  which  indicated  any  notion  on  the 
part  of  the  Judge  that  there  would  be  a  power  of  closing 
the  doors,  for  the  purpose,  in  taking  the  division,  of  ex- 
cluding those  who  might  come  in  while  the  division  was 
taking  place.  Unless  there  exists  such  a  power,  with 
reference  to  a  division,  I  do  not  see  how,  with  any  pro- 
priety, divisions  could  take  place,  except  through  the 
medium  of  a  poll.  Unless  they  have  the  power  of  closing 
the  doors  as  soon  as  the  division  takes  place,  and  shutting 
out  all  the  persons  who  might  otherwise  come  in,  endless 
confusion  must  be  introduced  in  the  case  of  large  and 
populous  bodies.  The  doors  not  being  closed,  as  soon  as 
the  division  has  been  announced,  numbers  of  others  might 
come  in,  and  it  would  be  necessary  not  only  to  ascertain 
their  votes,  but  how  they  are  rated  under  the  58th 
Geo.  3,  c.  69,  in  order  to  see  how  the  votes  are  to  be 
taken :  and  a  most  inconvenient  system  of  ascertaining  the 
wishes  and  objects  of  the  parties  composing  the  vestry 
would  be  established,  if,  in  a  very  large  parish  like  this, 
with  some  thousands  of  persons  entitled  to  vote,  it  should 
be  necessary  to  have  the  vestry,  or  the  parish  church, 
(which  is  the  only  alternative,)  kept  open,  and  a  series  of 
persons  entering  and  claiming  to  vote,  and  having  their 
votes  ascertained,  during  the  progress  of  the  division.  A 
poll  would,  unquestionably,  be  a  far  more  convenient  mode 
of  ascertaining  the  views  and  wishes  of  the  voters.  I  find, 
from  the  Act  of  Parliament,  that  there  are  votes  given,  in 
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the  first  place,  to  all  occupiers  rated  at  20{. ;  and  I  am  in- 
formed that  those  persons  so  allowed  to  vote^  including 
females  and  others  so  rated,  amount  to  about  10,000  in 
this  parish. 

The  Act  of  Parliament  says,  that  no  vestry  shall  be  held 
in  the  parish  except  in  the  vestry  of  the  parish  church,  or, 
in  case  of  need,  in  the  parish  church  itself;  and  it  author- 
ises 10,000  persons  to  vota  That  is  a  very  inconvenient 
arrangement  at  all  times,  and  one  which,  it  may  be  hoped, 
will  be  permanently  put  a  stop  to  at  some  period  by  the 
L^slature.  The  parish  church,  if  it  could  contain  these 
large  numbers,  would  not  be  a  proper  or  appropriate  place 
for  the  division  of  those  who  might  come  to  vote,  aHauming 
them  to  be  3000  or  4000  only,  out  of  the  10,000  who  were 
entitled  to  vote.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  it  could 
be  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  there  should  be 
only  that  mode  of  taking  the  votes.  I  look  through  the 
Act  of  Parliament  and  I  find  large  powers  of  taxation 
given.  The  very  question  which  I  am  now  considering  is 
a  question  of  taxing  the  parish  to  the  extent  of  20,0002. ; 
though  the  power  has  arisen  from  the  subsequent  Act. 
The  original  Act,  however,  which  I  am  considering,  is 
one  which  gives  a  full  power  of  rating  the  whole  of  the  in- 
habitants, and  that  in  considerable  sums  of  money.  There- 
fore, surely,  if  there  be  vested  in  10,000  people  the  right 
of  sajring  whether  they  will  be  taxed  or  not,  and  if  the 
Legislature  has  taken  care  that  it  shall  be  impossible  for 
them  to  have  any  place  of  meeting,  in  which  they  can  have 
a  division  in  the  parish,  because  theparish  church  is  cer- 
tainly not  a  competent  place  for  that  purpose;  the  only 
other  sensible  interpretation  to  be  given  is,  that  the  division 
shall  be  taken  by  means  of  a  poll,  which,  according  to  all 
the  authorities,  is  a  continuance  of  the  vestry ;  and  at  which 
the  persons  are  voting  in  vestry,  although  they  are  vot- 
ing by  means  of  a  poll,  which  is  an  adjournment  of  that 
vestry. 
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I  think  if  the  case  ever  came  to  be  reviewed  in  a  Court 
of  law  on  this  particular  question,  this  must  be  the  sound 
construction  of  the  whole  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  It  is 
not  to  be  supposed  that  the  Legislature  intended  people  to 
be  taxed  without  having  a  voice  in  the  taxation ;  and  here 
a  provision  is  made  only  for  the  division  of  those  then 
present.  It  would  be,  I  think,  a  mockery  of  justice,  if  a 
large  body  of  people  might  have  to  submit  to  be  taxed  in 
this  manner  by  a  very  small  portion  of  the  parishioners. 
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With  regard  to  the  injunction,  I  have  then  to  observe, 
that,  for  twenty  years,  the  practice  was  to  divide,  by  clos- 
ing the  doors,  and  taking  a  division  of  those  actually  pre- 
sent. Therefore,  it  is  said,  that  there  could  be  no  difficulty 
in  doing  it ;  although  I  think  there  was  something  in  the 
affidavits,  on  a  former  occasion,  as  to  a  great  scene  of  con- 
fusion and  annoyance  taking  place,  and  the  votes  being 
taken  in  the  parish  church  towards  midnight,  from  this 
very  inconvenient  system.  The  consequence  was,  that  the 
opinions  of  counsel  were  taken.  I  am  told  that  the  opin- 
ions differed.  The  vicar  has  acted  upon  one  of  those  opin- 
ions for  two  years,  and  has,  upon  every  occasion  of  import- 
ance requiring  it,  proceeded  to  a  polL  Therefore,  on  this 
occasion,  I  must  consider  that  the  parishioners  regard  this 
as  the  settled  mode  of  conducting  their  affairs,  and  that, 
in  truth,  great  numbers  would  be  absent  from  the  meeting, 
because  they  supposed  they  would  afterwards  be  able  to 
vote,  on  the  matter  being  put  to  the  poll.  They  might 
say,  "  Why  should  we  be  put  to  the  trouble  and  annoyance 
of  attending  the  meeting,  when  we  know  that  this  matter 
will  have  to  be  determined  by  a  poll  afterwards,  as  has 
been  done  for  the  last  year  or  two;''  and  I  have  therefore 
every  reason  to  suppose  that  the  expression  of  sentiment 
arrived  at  by  a  division  would  not  be  the  correct  expres- 
sion of  the  sentiments  of  all  those  who  would  have  to  con- 
tribute to  the  raising  of  this  20,000?.  for  the  purposes  of 
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this  burial  board.  I  am  therefore  clear  that  I  cannot  in- 
terpose by  injunction,  and  decide  that  this  mode  of  ex- 
pressing opinion,  which  I  think  has  been  very  properly 
adopted  for  the  last  two  years,  is  to  be  disregarded  and  set 
aside. 

On  the  other  question,  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the 
opinion  of  the  voters  has  been  taken,  I  really  entertain  no 
doubt,  although  I  still  have  a  strong  feeling  that  it  is  not 
the  most  convenient  mode  of  taking  votes  in  a  parish.  I 
think,  however,  that  the  sense  of  the  parish  has  been 
ascertained,  and  ascertained  in  a  manner  which  is  legal. 
The  Act  of  Parliament  says,  that  there  shall  first  be  a 
show  of  hands  on  every  proposition,  and  then  that  there 
shall  be  a  division.  With  regard  to  the  mode  of  arriving 
at  a  conclusion  in  public  bodies,  where  matters  have  to  be 
determined  by  vote,  I  have  a  very  strong  opinion  that  the 
most  reasonable  mode,  though,  perhaps,  I  should  be  wrong 
to  say  the  only  one,  to  prevent  a  series  of  amendments 
frona  being  introduced,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  delaying 
the  transaction  of  business,  is  the  course  adopted  by  the 
Hoiise  of  Commons,  which,  I  observe,  in  the  opinion  of 
counsel  in  this  case,  is  called  a  very  technical  mode,  but 
which,  nevertheless,  answers  the  purpose  admirably — it  is 
this : — Whenever  an  amendment  is  proposed,  the  first  ques- 
tion put  is,  in  substance,  does  the  House  wish  to  have  this 
amendment  or  to  have  the  original  proposition  propound- 
ed to  it  first.  It  is  involved,  it  is  true,  in  technical  lan- 
guage in  the  forms  of  the  House  of  Commons,  but  it  is 
perfectly  intelligible  to  say  "  The  original  resolution  has 
been  proposed,  since  which  an  amendment  has  been  moved 
to  such  an  effect;  is  it  the  wish  of  the  meeting  that  the 
original  resolution  shall  be  propounded,  or  that  the  amend- 
ment shall  be  propounded  first,  for  its  consideration." 
That  may  be  put  to  the  vote  to  know  upon  which  the 
meeting  will  vote  first      If  they  determine  to  take  the 
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original  resolution  first,  the  original  resolution  is  either 
affirmed  or  negatived.  If  it  be  negatived,  there  being  no 
resolution  before  the  meeting,  there  cannot  be  an  amend- 
ment; but  what  was  called  an  amendment  may  then  be 
moved  as  a  new  original  resolution.  If  the  original  reso- 
lution be  affirmed,  then  there  is  an  end  of  all  amend- 
ments ;  and  in  that  way,  when  the  sense  of  the  majority 
is  arrived  at  as  to  the  original  resolution,  and  the  amend- 
ment is  only  supported  by  a  small  minority,  the  whole 
thing  is  concluded  at  once  by  the  majority  saying  "  We 
wish  to  have  the  original  resolution  put  first."  That  was 
not  the  course  taken  here,  the  fact  being,  that,  at  this 
particular  meeting,  the  majority  were  against  the  original 
resolution,  and  then  another  course  was  taken  which  ar- 
rived at  the  sense  of  the  meeting,  and  that  is  all  I  have  to 
look  to ;  for  I  do  not  believe  that  any  rule  of  common  law 
certainly  not  of  statute  law,  has  yet  been  laid  down  by 
which  vestries  are  tied  or  confined  to  a  particular  mode 
of  transacting  their  business  in  this  respect.  All  that  has 
to  be  done  is,  to  ascertain  fairly  what  are  the  objects  and 
views  of  the  parties  present  at  the  meeting.  The  way  in 
which  the  vicar  proceeded  here  was  this — he  said,  acting 
under  the  advice  of  counsel,  "  I  shall  put  the  original  re- 
solution, if  any  body  moves  an  amendment  I  shall  put 
that  too,  but  I  shall  put  the  original  resolution  first.'' 

Certainly,  the  common  mode  of  proceeding,  which  is 
open  to  the  objection  of  endless  amendments,  at  most  pub- 
lic meetings  is,  by  putting  the  amendment  first.  Parties 
then  frequently  proceed  to  put  a  series  of  amendments  of 
other  kinds,  and  the  chairman  says  only  one  amend- 
ment can  be  moved,  not  having  arrived  at  that  in  any  very 
logical  way.  The  method  which  I  have  mentioned  is  better; 
but  I  know  of  nothing  to  prevent  putting  both  propositions 
and  taking  a  poll  on  both.  That  is  what  was  here  done. 
The  original  proposition  was  put  and  negatived.     The 
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«^  been  cmnied,  br  leftsim  of  sooie  persons  joiniflc  in 
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BkLuu.  St.     Ibr  the  anginal  lesofaxdon  in  pr^arence  onif  to  tbe 

'  amendment;  bat  looking  at  vfaat  took  place  hti%  it  m 
quite  oat  of  the  qoBSdoa  to  si^poee  that  injdiin|rof  Ae 
kind  happened  on  the  present  oeoaon.  Tbe 
psopoanded  the  nriginal  resofaitiaa,  which,  was 
hf  the  show  of  hands;  he  propoandcd  the  oolj- 
ment  which  was  proposed,  and  that  wis  euzied.  The  i 
ginal  RsoIntiQn  was  to  adopt,  or  rather  to  act  npon,  the 
report  to  raise  the  20,0001;  the  amoidinent  was  to  send 
the  whole  matto*  bai^  to  the  board.  These  were  two  in- 
trfligibJe  propositions  which  coald  miri^ad  nobodr,  and 
which,  were  now  boogfat  be&re  the  considaatiQa  of  the 
paruh  hf  a  poIL  M j  objection  on  the  former  occaaon  to 
the  poQ  was,  that  there  seemed  to  be  a  total  fiulore  of  amr- 
i^  at  snj  resoh.  What  was  done  on  the  fi»mer  occaaioa 
was  thi%  the  original  resohxtion  and  the  amffidmml  were 
pot  side  b J  sde,  and  parties  were  asked  to  rote  for  <Hie 
or  the  other.  The  one  was  not  a  coa^>Iete  negadre  oi  the 
other;  there  was  no  decision  upon  either;  it  was  not  stated 
snch  and  such  a  person  Toted  for  the  original  resofaitiaa 
and  another  against  it,  and  such  and  snch  person  TCTted 
for  the  amendmoit  and  anotho*  against  it;  bat  <Rie  set 
Toced  for  propositioa  A.  and  another  set  TOted  for  pro- 
position B^  and  no  one  voted  against  either  JL  or  R 
There  was  no  negadye  of  one  or  the  other,  except  so  &r 
as  it  was  said  that  the  Todng  for  R  was  a  negative  of 
A^  which  it  was  not  in  terms. 

It  appeared  to  me,  th^efore,  in  truth,  that  there  was 
no  resolntion  arrired  at  which  wonid  hare  sanctioned 
the  lajioz  oat  of  this  money ;  and  that  anybodj  who  had 
been  asked  to  aJTance  the  money  would  have  been  placed 
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in  a  difficulty  by  such  a  resolution.  What  the  vicar  has 
now  done  is  this:  He  has  taken  the  sense  of  those  pre- 
sent at  the  meeting  upon  the  two  propositions;  he  has 
propounded  them  both,  and  made  them  public  by  a  poll; 
he  has  taken  the  negative  and  affirmative  votes  ugon 
each.  He  has  fairly  and  clearly  laid  before  the  parish 
"Aye  or  no:  do  you  wish  the  20,000Z.  to  be  raised?'' 
An  immense  majority  say  "  we  do;"  there  being  quite  a 
sufficient  minority  voting  upon  it  to  convince  me  that  I 
cannot  attach  any  weight  to  the  suggestion  that  the  voters 
were  so  confused  that  they  did  not  know  what  they  were 
voting  for.  If  I  were  to  put  any  reliance  upon  that,  I  be- 
lieve I  never  should  arrive  at  any  conclusion  on  any  such 
motion ;  because  it  is  impossible,  at  a  meeting  of  a  body 
of  persons  like  this,  that  there  should  not  be  a  great  many 
people  who  do  not  understand  what  they  are  voting  for. 

Here,  it  is  quite  plain,  that  they  had  this  laid  before 
them  very  distinctly:  "Will  you  have  this  20,000?.  raised 
or  notr  And  they  voted  upon  it  Then,  they  had  also  the 
parallel  resolution,  "  Will  you,  instead  of  voting  the  20,000Z. 
at  once,  send  it  back  to  be  reconsidered?"  Although  that  is 
not  a  distinct  negative  upon  the  other,  it  is  so  opposed  to  the 
other  that  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  conceive  that  any  con- 
siderable number  of  persons  who  voted  for  the  one  would  be 
inclined  to  vote  for  the  other,  although  it  seems  that  some 
fourteen  persons  voted  for  the  affirmance  of  both;  but  that, 
no  doubt,  arises  from  the  necessary  result,  in  a  large  puV 
lie  meeting,  of  there  being  some  persons  who  do  not  very 
well  know  what  they  are  convened  for,  or  what  they  are 
about  to  do.  I  am  perfectly  satisfied  in  my  own  mind 
that  this  matter  has  been  fairly  submitted  to  the  parish. 
I  think  it  has  been  submitted  consistently  with  the  mode 
in  which  the  Act  of  Parliament  required  it  should  be;  and, 
having  been  so  submitted  and  sanctioned,  it  would  be  very 
wrong  in  me  to  stay  the  raising  of  this  sum  of  money. 

The  only  question  is  about  the  costs  of  the  applications. 
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I  think  that  this  is  one  of  the  cases,  although  I  object  to 
that  course  very  strongly  in  general,  where  I  cannot  so 
well  make  the  costs  costs  in  the  cause,  and  I  shall  therefore 
reserve  the  costs  to  the  hearing.  I  think,  when  the  case 
came  before  the  Court  on  the  former  occasion  the  Plaintiff 
really  did  a  service  to  the  parish,  because  I  question  very 
much  if  this  money  could  ever  have  been  raised  upon  the 
authority  then  given;  but  I  think  what  he  has  been  doing 
to-day  is  of  a  much  more  doubtful  character,  and  therefore 
the  better  course  will  be  to  reserve  the  costs  of  both  appli- 
cations. 


WARBURTON  v.  HILL. 
STENT  V,  WICKENS. 

X  HE  solicitor,  who  acted  for  the  Plaintiff  and  three  of 
the  Defendants  in  the  second  of  these  suits,  up  to  the  27th 
of  July,  1852,  was  entitled,  under  an  order  of  the  Court, 
dated  the  80th  of  April,  1853,  to  have  his  costs  taxed  as 
between  solicitor  and  client,  and  paid  out  of  certain  stock 
toaci^-  ^  *^®  funds,  standing  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant- 
General  in  the  first-mentioned  suit.  The  costs  were  taxed 
and  ascertained  on  the  2Jst  of  December,  1853.     Thomas 
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The  14th  sec- 
tion of  the  1  & 
2  Vict  c.  110, 
fives 

ing  order  abso- 
lute upon  stock 
held  in  trust 
for  the  judg- 
ment-debtor, the 

same  effect  as  a  charge  under  his  hand;  and  the  object  of  the  15th  section  is  only  to  prevent  any  new 
charge  being  effected  afler  the  charging  order  nisi  has  been  obtained,  and  before  it  is  made  absolute. 

When  the  charging  order  is  made  absolute,  the  15th  section  has  performed  its  functions. 

But  if  the  judgment-debtor  had  assigned  the  stock  before  the  date  of  the  order  nisi,  the  assign 
might  obtain  a  stop  order  before  the  order  nisi  was  made  absolute,  notwithstanding  the  15th  section; 
for  the  real  charge  under  a  charging  order  is  only  acquired  when  it  is  made  absolute. 

If  a  person,  having  notice  of  a  previous  assignment  of  a  trust  fond,  take  an  assignment  to  himself 
of  the  same  fond,  he  cannot  obtain  priority  over  the  previous  assign,  whether  the  trustee  hod  notice 
or  not;  and  therefore,  if  a  judgment-creditor,  at  the  time  of  making  his  charging  order  absolute  have 
gimilar  notice,  he  is  likewise  unable  to  obtain  priority. 

Where  the  fond  is  standing  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant-Oencral,  the  practice  of  the  office  is  to 
enter  a  memorandum  of  every  charging  order  left  at  the  office;  but  such  notice  is  not  treated  as  any 
restraint,  nor  as  equivalent  to  a  stop  order.     No  entry  is  made  of  notice  of  any  other  assignment. 

The  Accountant-Oeneral  is  not  a  trustee  of  the  fonds  committed  to  him,  but  merely  the  agent  of 
the  Court 

The  trustees  who  have  paid  the  fund  into  Court,  are  the  trustees  of  it  until  the  Court  \\tUi  in  some 
way  dealt  with  it,  and  then  the  Court  becomes  the  trustee. 

Therefore,  notice  to  the  Accountant-Cieneral  of  an  assignment  of  funds  in  his  hands  is  of  no  avail 
against  a  stop  order  afu^rwards  obtained  by  a  subsequent  purchaser  without  notice. 
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Perriuy  who  had  employed  the  same  solicitor  in  con- 
ducting an  action  at  law,  obtained  a  Judge's  order, 
dated  the  24th  of  December,  1852,  for  the  payment  to 
him  of  the  moneys  recovered  by  the  solicitor  for  him  in 
that  action;  and  on  the  11  th  of  January,  1853,  this  order 
was  made  a  rule  of  Court,  and  was  duly  registered  on  the 
7th  of  March  following.  Thomas  Perrin  obtained  a  charg- 
ing order  nisi  on  the  11th  of  July,  1853,  for  this  debt,  up- 
on the  interest  of  the  solicitor  in  the  said  stock,  which  was 
standing  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant-General,  and  this 
charging  order  was  made  absolute  on  the  29th  of  July, 
1853. 


1854. 
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Thomas  GuUd/ord  obtained  a  similar  Judge's  order 
against  the  same  solicitor,  dated  the  5th  of  January, 
1853,  which  was  made  a  rule  of  Court  on  the  17th  of 
January,  1853,  and  registered  on  the  7th  of  March,  1853; 
and  Thomxis  GuUd/ord  also  obtained  a  charging  order  nisi, 
dated  the  1st  of  August,  1853,  which  was  made  absolute 
on  the  13th  of  the  same  month. 

Notices  of  both  the  charging  orders,  nisi  and  absolute, 
were  given,  by  leaving  copies  of  them  at  the  office  of  the 
Accountant-General  immediately  after  they  were  respec- 
tively obtained. 

Thomas  Perrin  and  Thomas  OuUdford  then  obtained 
stop  orders,  dated  respectively  the  1 6th  of  August,  1853, 
and  the  18th  of  the  same  month. 


On  the  19th  of  December,  1851,  Henry  Wickens  had  ob- 
tained judgment  in  an  action  at  law  against  the  same  soli- 
citor; and  to  prevent  execution,  on  the  13th  of  May,  1853, 
the  solicitor,  by  deed,  assigned  to  Henry  Wickens  all  the 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  debts  and  sums  of  money 
due  or  to  become  due  to  him  in  these  suits. 
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1854.  Henry  Wickena  thereupon  obtained  a  stop  order,  dated 

the  3rd  of  August,  1853,  upon  the  interest  of  the  solicitor 
in  the  before-mentioned  funds  in  Court  in  the  aboye  suit, 
which  stop  order  was  prior  in  date  to  the  stop  orders  be- 
fore mentioned. 


StatemetiL 


Thomas  Perrin  and  Thomas  OuUdford  now  presented 
their  petition  in  these  suits,  more  than  six  months  having 
expired  since  the  dates  of  their  charging  orders,  praying 
for  payment  of  their  demands  out  of  the  solicitor's  in- 
terest in  the  said  funds  in  Court;  and  Henry  Widcens,  a 
few  days  afterwards,  presented  a  similar  petition  for  pay- 
ment of  his  debt  in  like  manner;  and  the  two  petitions 
DOW  coming  on  together,  the  question  was,  which  party 
had  the  prior  right  to  payment 

It  was  stated  in  evidence,  that,  upon  the  application  of 
Perrin  and  OuUdford  to  make  their  respective  charging 
orders  absolute,  at  Judge's  Chambers,  Henry  Widens  ap- 
peared and  used  an  affidavit,  in  which  his  judgment  and 
assignment  were  set  forth. 


Argument.  Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Smyihe,  for  Perrin  and  Ouild- 
ford. — The  Accountant-General  is  in  the  position  of  a 
trustee  of  these  funds,  and  notice  of  a  charging  order  up- 
on them  is  binding;  and  the  first  notice  so  given  confers 
priority  upon  the  party  giving  it.  In  fact,  the  Accountant- 
General  did  enter  upon  his  books  a  memorandum  of  these 
charging  orders  when  he  received  notice  of  them. — ^They 
referred  to  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  ss.  14  and  15,  and  3  &  4 
Vict.  c.  82,  8. 1. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Lewis  for  Wickens. — The  assignment  to  Henry 
Wickens  was  prior  to  the  charging  orders  of  the  other  pe- 
titioners; and  as  they  had  notice  of  it  before  obtaining 
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their  charging  orders  absolute,  it   must  have  priority:        1854. 
Htdkes  V.  Day  (a),  Whitfield  v.  PridceU  (6). 


Mr.  Smythe  in  reply. — The  orders  nisi  and  absolute  are 
in  fact  but  one  order  in  different  stages,  and  when  made 
absolute  the  order  dates  from  the  time  of  obtaining  the 
order  nisi.  The  first  petitioners  had  no  notice  of  the  as-  -^w^^^- 
signment  when  they  obtained  their  orders  nisi,  of  which 
they  gave  notice,  and  therefore  they  have  priority. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  after  shortly  March  22nd. 
stating  the  facts,  continued —  Judgment, 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  question  of  notice  to  the 
Accountant-General  is  not  material  Looking  to  the 
operation  of  the  statutes,  notice  having  been  acquired  by 
Perrin  and  OuUdford  of  the  prior  assignment  to  Wick- 
ens  before  their  charging  orders  were  made  absolute, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  upon  the  question  of  priority  of 
charge. 

The  14th  section  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  enacts  "  That 
if  any  person  against  whom  any  judgment  shall  have  been 
entered  up  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  superior  Courts  at  West- 
minster, shall  have  any  Grovemment  stock,  funds,  or  an- 
nuities, or  any  stock  or  shares  of  or  in  any  public  com- 
pany in  England  (whether  incorporated  or  not)  standing 
in  his  name  in  his  own  right,  or  in  the  name  of  any  per- 
son in  trust  for  him,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  a  Judge  of  one  of 
the  superior  Courts,  on  the  application  of  any  judgment 
creditor,  to  order  that  such  stock,  funds,  annuities,  or 
shares,  or  such  of  them,  or  such  part  thereof  respectively 
as  he  shall  think  fit,  shall  stand  charged  with  the  payment 
of  the  amount  for  which  judgment  shall  have  been  so 

(a)  10  Sim.  41.  (6)  13  Sim.  259. 
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recovered  and  interest  thereon ;  and  such  order  shall  en- 
title the  judgment  creditor  to  all  such  remedies  as  he 
would  have  been  entitled  to  if  such  charge  had  been  made 
in  his  favour  by  the  judgment  debtor;  provided  that  no 
proceedings  shall  be  taken  to  have  the  benefit  of  such 
charge  until  after  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months 
from  the  date  of  such  order." 


That  is,  the  Judge  is  to  make  an  assignment  instead  of 
the  debtor;  and  the  Judge  passes  by  his  order  all  the  in- 
terest that  the  debtor  could  have  assigned.     The  object  of 
the  next  section  is  to  prevent  any  person,  who  has  no- 
tice of  the  intention  to  apply  for  a  charging  order,  from 
dealing  with  the  fiind.     The  terms  of  that  section  are — 
"  In  order  to  prevent   any  person   against  whom  judg- 
ment shall  have  been  obtained  from  transferring,  receiv- 
ing, or  disposing  of  any  stock,  funds,  annuities,  or  shares 
hereby  authorised  to  be  charged  for  the  benefit  of  the 
judgment  creditor  under  an  order  of  a  Judge,  be  it  further 
enacted,  that  every  order  of  a  Judge  charging  any  Govern- 
ment stock,  funds,  or  annuities,  or  any  stock  or  shares  in 
any  public  company  under  this  Act,  shall  be  made  in  the 
first  instance  ex  parte,  and  without  any  notice  to  the 
judgment  debtor,  and  shall  be  an  order  to  shew  cause 
only;  and  such  order,  if  any  Government  stock,  funds,  or 
annuities,  standing  in  the  name  of  the  judgment  debtor  in 
his  own  right,  or  in  the  name  of  any  person  in  trust  for 
him,  is  to  be  affected  by  such  order,  shall  restrain  the  go- 
vernor and  company  of  the  Bank  of  England  from  permit- 
ting a  transfer  of  such  stock  in  the  mean  time  and  until 
such  order  shall  be  made  absolute  or  discharged  "(a). 


(a)  Sect.  1  of  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  82, 
declares,  that  this  provision  shall 
extend  to  stocks,  &c.  standing  in 
the  name  of  the  Accountant- 
General  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 


cery, but  that  no  charging  order 
upon  such  stock  shall  have  any 
greater  effect  than  a  charge  by 
the  debtor  upon  the  stock  of  the 
amount  mentioned  in  the  order. 
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When  the  order  has  been  made  absolute  or  discharged, 
the  15th  section  has  performed  its  functions.  The  14th 
section  is  to  give  the  same  eflfect  as  an  actual  charge,  and 
the  15th  to  enable  the  creditor  to  take  such  proceedings 
as  that  no  charge  could  be  made  in  the  interval  after  the 
order  nisi  has  been  obtained,  and  before  it  should  be  made 
absolute;  when  it  is,  the  14th  section  comes  into  operation, 
and  the  15th  has  performed  its  office.  Therefore,  there  is 
a  charge  made  by  the  debtor  under  a  Judge's  order,  as 
though  by  his  own  hand.  If,  before  the  order  nisi,  the 
debtor  had  assigned  the  stock,  the  assign  would  not  be 
within  the  15th  section,  if  he  came  for  a  stop  order  before 
the  charging  order  was  made  absolute.  It  is  immaterial 
whether,  in  point  of  form,  it  is  one  continuous  order  or  not; 
the  date  to  be  looked  to  is  not  that  of  obtaining  the  order 
nisi,  but,  subject  to  the  operation  of  the  15th  section  as  to 
intermediate  charges,  the  real  charge  is  acquired  when  the 
charging  order  is  made  absolute,  and  then  it  is  as  though 
under  the  hand  of  the  owner  of  the  stock.  If,  therefore,  a 
creditor  goes  to  his  debtor,  and  he  is  honest,  and  says,  "  I 
will  give  you  all  I  can,''  and  makes  an  assignment  of  the 
fund  in  Court  to  him,  the  creditor  is  in  the  same  posi- 
tion as  if  he  had  obtained  a  charging  order. 

That  a  person  having  notice,  at  the  time  of  taking  an 
assignment  of  a  trust  fund,  that  there  was  a  previous  as- 
signment, whether  the  trustee  had  notice  or  not,  could  not 
avail  himself  of  the  doctrine  of  Dearie  v.  Hall  (a)  and  Love- 
ridge  v.  Cooper  (b),  was  treated  as  clear  by  Lord  Langdale  in 
Timson  v.  Raniahottom  (c).  In  that  case  the  executors  had 
transferred  funds  into  Court,  and  one  of  them,  named 
Anthony  Bacon,  had  afterwards  taken  a  charge  upon  the 
trust  fund  on  his  own  behalf,  and  he  as  executor  had  no- 
tice of  the  trust,  but  he  did  not  give  notice  of  the  charge 
to  the  other  executors.     Afterwards,  one  Corfield  took  an 
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assignment  of  the  same  fund  by  way  of  charge,  and  gave 
notice,  not  by  way  of  stop  order  or  by  notice  to  the  Ac- 
countant-General,  but  gave  notice  to  the  surviving  execu- 
tors, the  executor  who  had  a  previous  charge  having  since 
died,  and  it  was  held  that  Corfidd  gained  priority  by  that 
notice.  Stop  orders  had  been  obtained  by  both  parties, 
but  both  on  the  same  day,  and  the  Court  considered  them 
to  be  equivalent.  Amongst  other  things,  it  was  urged 
that  Corfidd  had  notice,  when  he  took  the  assignment^ 
of  the  prior  assignment  to  Anthony  Bacon,  Lord  Lang- 
dale  there  said,  that  the  notice  to  the  executors  of  Cor* 
fid£%  assignment  would  be  of  no  avail,  if,  at  the  time 
when  his  assignment  was  taken,  Corfidd  had  notice  of 
the  prior  assignment,  and  the  question  was  whether  he 
had  such  notice.  Lord  Langdale  therefore  treats  it  as 
clear,  that  if  Corfijdd  had  such  notice,  he  could  not  have 
raised  any  claim  as  against  the  anterior  assignment 

Holding,  as  I  do,  that  priority  cannot  be  acquired  by 
Perrin  and  CfuUdford,  such  notice  having  been  given  to 
them,  the  other  point  is  not  material  to  my  decision,  but 
it  being  of  some  importance,  I  have  communicated  with 
the  Accountant-General,  and  have  received  from  him  the 
following  statement: — 

"  When  a  Judge's  order  (declaring  that  funds  standing 
in  the  Accountant -General's  name  are  charged  by  virtue 
of  any  judgment)  is  left  with  the  Accountant-General,  an 
entry  is  made  of  its  having  been  so  left. 

"  But,  although  the  Accountant-General,  in  giving  a  vo- 
luntary certificate  as  to  such  a  fund,  would  state  for  the 
information  of  the  Court  that  such  an  order  had  been  left, 
he  would  not  treat  it  as  any  restraint.  It  is  not  con- 
sidered as  of  the  same  value  as  even  an  answered  petition 
for  the  purpose  of  restraining  a  fund. 

"  With  respect  to  any  other  notice  of  assignment  it  would 
be  no  part  of  the  practice  of  the  office  to  make  any  entry 
or  memorandum." 
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That  is  the  course  in  the  Accountant-General's  office. 
I  do  not,  however,  understand  why  a  Judge's  order,  which 
the  Act  has  said  is  only  a  charge,  should  be  entered 
rather  than  any  other  charge.  The  benefit  of  any  other 
charge,  such  as  it  might  be,  would  be  justly  claimed  by 
petition ;  and  if  it  came  before  me  I  should  have  a  good 
deal  of  doubt  about  the  priority  thus  to  be  acquired  in 
favour  of  a  subsequent  Judge's  order  charging  the  ftmd, 
for  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  Accountant-General  is  the 
trustee  of  funds  in  his  hands.  The  Court  is,  I  think,  the 
trustee.  The  statute  did  not  say  that  the  Accountant- 
General  was  to  be  so  considered,  but  that  funds  standing 
in  the  name  of  the  Accountant-General  were  funds  held  in 
trust  for  the  party.  In  Timson  v.  RamsboUom  (a),  the  Court 
considered  the  parties  to  whom  the  fund  belonged  as  exe- 
cutors to  be  the  trustees  of  it,  although  the  fund  was  in 
Court;  and  eflfect  was  given  to  notice  to  the  executors  as 
such  trustees.  I  am  not  sure  that  this  is  not  the  correct 
view  until  the  Court  has  dealt  with  the  fund  in  some  way. 

It  is  not  clear  that  this  would  effect  an  actual  charge 
upon  the  fund  otherwise  than  by  a  stop  order.  In  Oreen- 
ing  V.  Beckford  (5),  a  second  incumbrancer,  before  he  paid 
his  money,  caused  inquiries  to  be  made  at  the  Accountant- 
General's  and  Registrar's  offices,  to  ascertain  whether  any 
order  had  been  made  restraining  the  transfer  of  the  share, 
and  found  that  there  was  no  such  order  nor  any  notice  of  a 
prior  incumbrance — that  seems  favourable  to  the  view  that 
such  notice  would  have  some  effect.  He  then  had  the 
share  assigned  to  him,  but  immediately  afterwards  ob- 
tained an  order  that  it  should  not  be  transferred  without 
notice  to  him,  and  that  order  was,  without  delay,  left  at 
the  Accountant-General's  office  and  entered;  and  theVice- 
Chancellor  held  that  the  second  incumbrancer  had  thus 
obtained  priority  over  a  prior  purchaser  for  value  of  whom 
he  had  no  notice. 


(a)  2  Keen,  35. 
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There  the  incumbrancer  both  applied  to  the  Accountant- 
General  and  obtained  a  stop  order.  Suppose  a  party  did 
not  think  it  necessary  to  go  to  the  Accountant-General 
but  came  here  and  got  the  first  stop  order,  he  would 
efifectually  prevent  the  transfer  of  the  fund,  which  mere 
notice  to  the  Accountant-General  would  not  do.  I  must 
look  to  the  late  authorities,  in  which  it  will  be  found,  that, 
after  some  little  discrepancy,  since  Dearie  v.  HaU  (a)  and 
Loveridffe  v.  Cooper  (6),  it  has  been  decided,  that  notice  to 
the  trustee  is  sufficient  to  complete  an  equitable  charge 
upon  a  trust  fund,  and  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  make 
any  inquiry  of  the  trustees.  In  Foster  v.  Cockerell  (c),  that 
was  attempted  to  be  denied,  but  unsuccessfully.  If  that 
be  so,  it  can  only  be  upon  the  principle  that  notice  puts  it 
out  of  the  trustee's  power  to  deal  with  the  fund.  If,  there- 
fore, a  person  obtaining  a  stop  order  is  not  affected  by 
anything  which  the  Accountant  General  knows  concerning 
the  fund,  it  must  be  because  he  is  only  an  officer  of  the 
Court,  which  is  really  the  trustee;  and  therefore  it  is  that 
the  party  should  come  to  the  Court  and  obtain  a  stop 
order,  if  he  wishes  to  prevent  a  transfer  of  the  fund. 

I  see  enormous  inconvenience  to  the  course  of  proceed- 
ings in  the  Court  in  holding  the  Accountant-General  to  be 
a  trustee,  not  taking  into  account  the  personal  conse- 
quences to  him.  He  is  the  agent  of  the  Court  and  nothing 
more;  the  Court  is  the  trustee  of  the  funds  in  his  hands 
when  it  has  made  any  order  concerning  them,  and  the 
person  who  paid  them  in  remains  the  trustee  until  the 
Court  has  dealt  with  them. 

The  petition  of  Messrs.  Perrin  and  OuUdford  must  be 
dismissed  with  costs,  and  an  order  must  be  made  upon  the 
other  petition  as  prayed. 


(a)  3  Russ.  1. 
(6)  Id.  30. 


(c)  3  C.  &  F.  456;  9  BUgh.,  N, 
S.,  332. 
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FREEMAN  1;.  FREEMAN.  „     ,,^^ 

March  \8t  Sc 

Tf  24^. 

HOMAS  FREEMAN,  being  entitled  to  the  reversion   ^pj^^cfapy- 
in  fee  of  certain  copyhold  hereditaments,  holden  of  the  *<>w  RevenUm 
manor  of  Bromyard,  subject,  by  the  will  of  his  father,  to  Bwocatitm. 
the  life  estate  of  his  brother  Edward  Freeman  and  the  a  testotoTbe- 
failure  of  issue  of  his  said  brother,  and  being  also  en-  «»« •n^tled  to 

,  ,  ,  *  reversion  in 

titled  to  certain  freehold  hereditaments  in  fee  simple  in  fee  in  copyhold 
possession,  made  his  will,  dated  the  18th  of  June,  1804,  ErhS^orsm^ 
which  was  properly  executed  and  attested;  and  thereby,  ^*^o7w«*^* 
after  directing  that  all  his  just  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  *"4  ^^f^  *^ 
and  the  expenses  of  proving  that  his  will  should  be  paid  tain  freehold* 
and  discharged  by  his  executrix  and  executors  thereinafter  jn  i^^wn, 
named,  and  charging  his  estate  and  effects  with  the  payment  ^|  b'lrl^ 

he  ^ected  to 
deyise  these  copyholds,  and  all  other  his  freehold,  leasehold,  and  copyhold  estates,  to  his 
wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  three  younger  children,  Thoma»^  Jokn^  and  EUxa.  In 
1807  he  made  another  will,  commencing  with  the  words,  ^  This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
me,'^  &c.,  and  thereby,  after  reciting,  that  on  his  death  his  eldest  son  Edtoard  would  become  enti- 
tled to  all  his  freehold  estates,  the  testator  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estates  to  hu  wife,  for  lifis, 
and,  after  her  death,  all  his  "  property  "  and  effects  to  all  his  children,  except  Edward^  equally, 
share  and  share  alike.  The  testator  died  in  1807,  leaving  his  said  four  children,  and  also  two  others, 
bom  since  the  date  of  the  former  will.  In  1851,  the  reversion  of  the  copyholds  fell  into  possession: 
Held^  that  the  Court  would,  if  necessary,  supply  a  surrender  in  favour  of  the  objects  to  whom  the 
first  will  expressly  devised  the  copyholds. 

HelcLf  also,  that,  as  there  was  freehold  property  upon  which  the  general  devise  in  the  second  will 
could  operate,  there  was  no  ground  for  deciding  that  it  revoked  the  intended  devise  of  the  copy- 
holds by  the  former  will. 

Held  further,  that  it  was  impossible  to  consider  the  intention  to  devise  the  copyholds  expressed 
in  the  first  will  to  be  a  reason  for  supplying  a  surrender  to  the  uses  of  the  testator's  will  generally, 
and  thus  to  make  the  general  devise  in  the  second  will  operate  to  pass  the  copyholds,  by  revoking 
the  former  will,  except  so  fiir  as  it  expressed  that  intention;  because  the  intention  expressed  by  the 
first  will  was  to  give  all  the  copyholds  to  three  only  of  the  five  objects  to  whom  the  general  devise 
in  the  second  will  was  made,  and  therefore  that  intention  could  not  apply  to  the  second  will. 

Held  further,  that,  though  the  words  of  the  second  will  did  not  sufficiently  express  an  intention 
to  pass  the  copyholds  to  enable  the  Court  to  supply  a  surrender  to  the  uses  of  that  will;  yet,  if  a  sur- 
render were  supplied  generally  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  will,  the  general  devise  in  the  second  will 
would  pass  the  surrendered  copyholds. 

Whether,  in  the  absence  of  a  special  custom,  it  is  necessary  to  surrender  a  reversion  or  remainder 
in  copyhold  property  to  the  use  of  a  will — Quare. 

A  will,  so  called,  of  copyholds,  does  not  operate  strictly  as  a  devise,  but  rather  as  a  designation  of 
the  person  to  take  under  the  previous  surrender,  analogous,  in  some  respects,  to  the  appointment  of 
a  use  under  a  power  created  by  deed. 
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thereof,  the  testator  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  unto  his 
wife  for  her  life,  in  case  she  did  not  marry  again,  subject  as 
thereinafter  mentioned,  the  said  hereditaments  and  all  the 
estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  which  he  had  of,  in,  or  to 
all  and  every  or  any  of  the  freehold,  leasehold,  and  captf- 
hold  estates,  given  and  devised  by  the  will  of  his  late  father 
to  his  brother  Edtvard  Freeman^  with  remainder  or  rever- 
sion to  the  right  heirs  of  his  said  late  father  in  default  or 
failure  of  issue  of  his  said  brother  Edwardy  and  also  all 
and  every  other  his  estate  and  estates  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  freehold,  leasehold,  or  copyhold,  and  to  which 
he  had  any  right  or  title  whatsoever,  in  possession,  rever- 
sion, remainder,  or  expectancy,  to  hold  to  his  said  wife 
and  her  assigns  for  her  life,  subject  to,  and  the  testator 
did  thereby  subject  and  charge  the  said  premises  and 
every  part  thereof  so  as  aforesaid  given  to  his  said  wife, 
with  the  breeding  up,  maintaining,  and  educating  of  his 
two  younger  sons,  Thomas  Dew  Freeman  and  John  Free- 
man,  and  his  daughter  Elisa  Freeman  ;  and  from  and  im- 
mediately after  the  decease  or  second  marriage  of  his  wife, 
which  should  first  happen,  he  gave,  devised,  and  bequeath- 
ed all  the  aforesaid  messuages,  tenements,  lands>  estates^ 
and  premises,  unto  his  said  two  younger  sons,  Thomas  Dew 
Freeman  SLud  John  Freeman,  and  his  deLUghter  Eliza  Free^ 
man,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns 
for  ever.  And  the  will  contained  the  following  clause: — 
"  And  whereas  my  eldest  son  Edtvard  BeUingham  being 
well  provided  for  by  the  will  of  my  father,  I  give  him,  by 
this  my  will,  the  sum  of  1 OL  only,  by  way  of  acknowledg- 
ment" And  the  testator  thereby  appointed  his  said  wife, 
and  brother  Edward,  and  his  cousin  Richard  Bamdyy, 
joint  executrix  and  executors  of  his  said  will 


Afterwards,   he  made    another  will,    dated  the    25th 
of  August,   1807,  which  was  properly  executed  and  at- 
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tested,  and  was  in  the  terms  following: — "This  is  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  me,  Thomas  Freeman,  of  the 
Whitehouse,  in  the  parish  of  Sucldey,  and  county  of  Wor- 
cester,  gentleman ;  Whereas,  in  and  by  the  will  of  my  late 
father,  Thomas  Freeman,  deceased,  my  eldest  son  Edward 
BeUingham  Freemxin  will  become,  upon  my  decease,  enti- 
tled to  all  my  freehold  estates,  which  will  make  an  ample 
provision  for  him:  Now,  I  do  hereby  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  wife  Elizabeth  Freemun,  for  and  during  the  term  of 
her  natural  life,  all  and  singular  the  stock,  crop,  and  ef- 
fects, both  real  and  personal  estates,  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever;  and  from  and  after  her  decease,  I  leave  and  be* 
queath  all  my  crop,  property,  personal  estates  and  eflfecta, 
of  what  nature  or  kind  soever;  and  from  and  after  her  de- 
cease, I  do  give  and  bequeath  (a)  all  and  every  my  child 
or  children,  (except  the  said  Edward  BeUingham),  who 
shall  or  may  be  living  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike.  And 
I  make,  nominate,  declare,  and  appoint  my  wife  sole  exe- 
cutrix of  this  my  will.  In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto 
set  my  hand  and  seal,  the  25th  of  August,  1807, 

Thomas  Freeman." 

The  testator  died  in  the  month  of  September,  1807, 
without  having  surrendered  the  said  copyholds  to  the  use 
of  his  will.  He  left  his  widow  and  the  said  Edward  BeUing- 
ham Freeman,  who  was  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law,  and 
also  his  heir  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor 
of  Bromyard;  he  also  left  his  three  younger  children,  the 
said  Thomas  Dew  Freeman,  John  Freeman,  and  Eliza  Free- 
man  surviving  him. 

The  testator  also  left  two  other  children,  named  Louisa 
Freeman  and  Mary  Ann  Freeman,  who  were  both  born 
after  the  date  and  execution  of  his  former  will. 


1654. 


Statemeni. 


(a)  Sie. 


vmrd  FrwemtBi  fed  in  Osaoo:  ISJL 


T&e  vonxi^er  diildrsL  at  sne  Msnmr  wsn  wops  Irving 
aiMi  die  rsal  rgpresegeterrgg  >}t  diDse  wou  w^ere  ieatSL  Saesl 

dties  i#)ix.  wfu)  wad  ^?***-  cas&jmArT  Iieir  'i£  xjia  aessca&KL 
paying  shag  x  migiLS  be  ffrtareti  duic  duff  w^?e  ^^ncfriiffii 
to  lukY^  gfii*  wvLC  '}f  &  ^ipriHi«tt»y  at  *?»■*  aa£  'Jipyaiiii£  pre^ 
iuae»  ti>  die  use  'it  die  CisssQisar  §  will  suppled  iil  eutxzcw. 
aai  dias  die  iome  Tnf;At  be  ^nppiieii  acctirrmi^Lj.  and.  oar 
wtL  injimcdaa  to  rsaczaizL  ppjceedizbs  jc  law. 

Aw  ofajecQiiiL  bGiUT  nuiis  on  gH«*  zmnzxii  'y£  aiE^oiiitiez;. 
tJbe  Court  <iesiRd  diac  the  '^Tzesdoa  nrfgnc  be  arzoeii  a« 
tboaiEiL  ThawuiiA  iMsm  Fr^seman  w^re  die  jule  P!ani£2iE 


Mr  W.  M.  Jima,  Q,  C.  ^Lmi  Xr  Jfftou/^  i}r  die  F!a£ZL- 
xiS. — ^Tie  xcyiu:!!!*  paseti  cj  lie  :':nner  wilL  anti  r-nfi* 
will  wa«  aoc  r^vokiti  '^y  die  laner.  T!ie  •±x2r»:ssua  in  oe 
lacc^.  "^  diis  is  inj  laet  wiZ. '  i^  nj:c  fofcieiiti  jt  ieeif  tu 
^vyixzce  diai  -sSict.  La  IT*;  Titw  t.  E/yuu  x  .  die  ^^-^g*  .jr 
two  wilLs  "^-.nmieiLceti  widi  di«:!*e  worL^  xad  die  J-Ziiins 
midr  tJ^i*^  diev  w»»r^  nierelj  wirLf  ot  rorni.  auciimnir  last 
in  point  of  dine:  viii  die  zestAZor  in  diac  :a&e  oaTin^  be- 
cweiOL  die  'iarei  of  Kia  rwo  wiZa.  iQcaineti  in  adiiiriuii  of 
prop^r:7.  b«>di  wiZs  w^i^  aZijweti  to  scuui  swedier;  Lorrl 
£Ilgn6om*Agh  »jhs^rnjiq,  "^  Is  is  aoc  enuogiL  aj  sit.  tha^  ^^ 
mi^'"g  tnff»  win  IX  ^iflniu  larye  ena^t^  d7  imsuotf  x<7  iis 
pmferty.  he  xnnsc  dierrfjre.  ia»e  nieaat  to  rsTijie  tie 


i.  ::  JLaioC  ^. 


Argument 
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former  will,  unless  it  be  shewn  that  he  has  made  a  dis-        IBW.  . 

position  of  the  same  property  inconsistent  with  it Fbkbman 

Even,  in  some  cases  where  the  subsequent  disposition  frmman. 
somewhat  varied  from  the  prior  one,  it  was  holden  only  a 
revocation  pro  tanto,  and  that  the  two  instruments  might 
in  other  respects  stand  together/'  In  1  Jarm.  159,  it  is 
stated,  that,  "  where  a  testator  made  a  will  devising  his 
lands  to  trustees  for  200  years  to  pay  his  debts,  and  after- 
wards, by  another  will,  devised  (a)  the  same  lands  to  the 
same  trustees  for  300  years  to  discharge  some  particular 
specialty  debts  mentioned  in  a  deed  executed  after  the 
first  will,  and  all  incumbrances  affecting  the  property, 
Lord  Talbot  held,  that  the  first  term  was  not  revoked,  as 
the  two  terms  were  not  inconsistent." 

A  surrender  will  not  be  supplied  in  equity  in  favour  of 
a  wife  or  child  of  the  testator  where  there  is  only  a  devise 
of  real  estate  in  general  terms,  not  mentioning  copyhold, 
if  the  testator  has  freehold  estate  to  which  the  devise  will 
apply;  because,  in  such  case,  there  is  not  a  sufficient  ex- 
pression of  intention  to  take  the  copyhold  from  the  custom- 
ary heir :  Byas  v.  Bya8(b),  Sampson  v.  Sampson  (c).  The  se- 
cond will,  therefore,  would  not  pass  the  copyholds,  and,  con- 
sequently, it  is  impossible  to  presume  from  it  an  intention 
to  revoke  the  first  will  which  expressly  mentioned  them. 

Mr.  Chandless,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  G.  Berkeley  for  the  De- 
fendant the  heir. — The  second  will  revokes  the  former. 
The  words  "  this  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me,"  &c. 
shew  that  it  cannot  be  taken  as  a  codicil,  but  it  must  be 
taken  as  a  substantial  will;  and  also,  that  it  was  intend- 
ed to  dispose  of  all  the  testator's  property,  and  therefore 
the  two  wills  are  wholly  inconsistent. 

(a)  See  infra,  p.  485.       (6)  2  Ves.  sen.  164.      (c)  2  V.  &  B.  337. 
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Argument 


In  Coward  v.  Marshal {a)y  "one,  by  his  will,  devised 
his  lands  to  J.,  his  youngest  son,  and  his  heirs,  and  after- 
wards remarried;  and,  by  another  will  in  writing,  derised 
the  land  to  his  feme  for  life,  paying  annually  to  J*.,  his 
youngest  son  and  to  his  heirs  such  a  rent  Whether  this 
second  will  was  a  reyocation  of  the  former  was  the  ques- 
tion. And  Arideraon  and  OlanvMe  (C.  J.  and  J.  of  0.  K) 
held  it  to  be  no  revocation;  but  that  both  may  stand,  al- 
though they  be  by  several  writings,  unless  U  be  manifestly 
contrary  to  the  first  will,  or  that  there  be  an  express  revo- 
cation therein ;"  and  there  the  intention  of  the  second  will 
was  only  to  provide  for  the  after-taken  wife  of  the  testar 
tor;  "  and,  by  the  appointing  of  the  rent  to  his  son,  it  ap- 
pears that  his  intent  was,  that  the  reversion  should  be  to 
his  son." 


In  Seymour  v.  Noeworthy(b\  the  question  was,  whether 
a  will  of  lands  was  revoked  by  a  later  will  which  did  not 
comprise  lauds.  The  Court  held,  that  the  latter  wiU 
might  or  might  not  be  a  revocation  of  the  former;  '^  and, 
where  the  matter  stands  indifferenter,  the  Court  will  not 
suppose  a  revocation  of  a  will  solemnly  mada" 

In  WiUet  v,  Sandford{c\  there  was  a  devise,  by  a  will 
made  before  the  Mortmain  Act,  of  lands  to  trustees,  as  to 
part,  in  trust  for  a  charity ;  and  then,  by  a  codicil,  after 
the  Mortmain  Act,  which  recited  the  former  devise  for 
the  charity  and  confirmed  it,  there  was  a  devise  of  the 
same  lands  and  others  to  the  same  trustees  and  two  others^ 
upon  the  same  trust  as  regarded  the  charity,  but  with 
some  variation  as  to  the  surplus  profits;  and  it  was  held, 
that  the  codicil  did  not  revoke  the  charitable  trust  in  the 
will,  but  confirmed  it,  and  the  trust  for  the  charity  was 
therefore  not  void. 


(a)  Cro.  Eliz.  721.    (6)  Hardr.  374.     (c)  1  Ves.  sen.  178,  186. 
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In  Crosbie  v.  M'Dowal{a)^  it  was  decided,  that  a  fifth 
codicil,  ratifying  and  confirming  the  will  to  which  the 
codicil  referred  by  date,  did  not  interfere  with  interme- 
diate codicils  which  had  revoked  parts  of  the  will.  In 
that  case,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  "  there  is  a  great 
distinction  between  wills  and  codicils  in  this  respect':  if 
there  are  two  separate  papers,  hoik  called  vnUs,  incon- 
sistent with  each  other,  it  is  not  the  rule  to  prove  both  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court.  The  last  is  the  wilL  From  the 
nature  of  the  instrument  it  revokes  the  other.  If  the  last 
purports  to  be  the  whole  will,  they  do  not,  I  conceive, 
prove  both.  Unless  there  is  something  to  shew  that  it 
was  meant  to  be  coupled  with  another  instrument,  it  is 
not  taken  to  be  a  codicil"  In  Plenty  v.  West{b),  a  will, 
commencing  "  This  is  the  last  will  of  me,''  &c.  was  held 
to  revoke  a  prior  will.  Weld  v.  Acton  (c),  the  case  referred 
to  in  the  passage  cited  from  Jarman,  was  the  revocation 
of  a  will  by  a  subsequent  deed  of  demise ;  and  Mr.  Jamum 
has  been  misled  by  the  use  of  the  word*  "  devised,"  by 
mistake  in  the  report,  for  "  demised." 

Then,  if  the  former  will  be  revoked,  as  the  testator  had 
freeholds  on  which  the  second  will  could  operate,  the  copy- 
holds could  not  pass  by  the  general  words,  so  as  to  autho- 
rise a  Court  of  equity  to  supply  a  surrender  to  the  use  of 
the  second  will.     They,  therefore,  descended  to  the  heir. 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  in  reply. — [Vioe-Chancbllob. — ^It  is 
a  point  for  consideration,  whether,  looking  at  the  whole 
instrument,  the  Court  may  not  be  obliged  to  consider  the 
second  will  to  be  a  complete  will  dealing  with  all  the  tes- 
tator's property.]  It  cannot  deal  with  the  copyholds,  be- 
cause it  does  not  mention  them;  and  there  was  other  real 


1854. 


Arffui»enL 


(a)  4  Ves.  610.  (6)  1  Robertson,  264. 

(c)  2  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  777,  pi.  26. 
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Argument 


jable.  There- 
stand  together 


In  Coward  y.  MavMhaUfi)^    "one,  ^ 
his  lands  to  /.,  hia  yonngeit  son,  8* 
wards  remarried;  and,  by  anotb 
the  land  to  his  feme  for  life 
youngest  son  and  to  his  b'' 
second  will  was  a  roroc^  ood  : — 

tion.    And  ^lufamof  ^le  to  make  any  final  decision 

held  it  to  be  no  ir  ^,erly  divided;  but  I  am  prepared 

thouj^  they  be '  j^is  case,  assuming  the  second  will  to 
comtrary  to  1>  ^^q  the  coi)yhold8.  On  the  assumption 
cation  ther    ^-^^qHs  did  not  pass  by  the  second  document, 


fp 


^\^t  f^' ^y^f  o\m^on  that  the  second  document  had  not 
*^J  '  y.^  /  fie  fi^^     ^^^  there  is  this  remaining  behind. 
P^      a"**  .fee  must  be  positive:  it  cannot  be  a  simple  decree 
fl^   plying  a  surrender,  as  it  is  called,  because  a  de- 
^  to  supply  *  surrender  would  clearly  make  the  se- 
j  trill  immediately  operative;   for,  if  the  surrender 
^ge  supplied    ab   initio,    the   second  will   would  pass 
jjie  copyholds  by  force  of  the  general  words;   and  there- 
fore, if  I  hold  that  the  copyholds  did  not  pass  by  the 
second  will — which  I  do  not  detennine  at  this  moment 
— I  must  direct  distinctly  a  surrender  to  be  made  to  the 
parties  named  in  the  first  instrument.     After  consider- 
ing this  matter  a  good  deal,  it  not  being  by  any  means  a 
clear  question  or  easy  of  solution,  and  there  being  no  pre- 
cise authorities  upon  it,  it  strikes  me  in  this  way:  all  the 
authorities  lay  down  this — that  a  will,  as  it  is  called, 
of  copyholds,  is  in  truth  no  will  at  all — it  is  a  mere  ap- 
pointment or  direction  how  the  copyhold  property  should 
go  which  has  been  surrendered  to  the  uses  of  the  will. 
That  is  laid  down  in  several  authorities,  but  most  particu- 
larly in  the  case  of  Brodie  v.  Barry  (a).     The  learned 
Judge  there,  in  speaking;  of  Scotch  estates,  compares  it  to 


(«)  '2  V.  &  B.  127. 
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^  a  devise  of  copyholds,  which  he  says  in  effect 
n  appointment  of  the  use  of  the  copyholds; 
V.  Askew  (a)  it  was  held,  that  a  will  wholly 
^ood  to  declare  such  uses. 

uestion  in  that  point  of  view,  I  have 
7  of  appointments,  and  I  can  find  no 
^  ject.     But  upon  principle,  if  there  were 

appoint  by  will,  and  if  an  appointment  were 
jf  a  will  which  was  a  good  appointment,  referring 
.o  the  power  and  giving  the  property  and  containing  other 
devises,  and  if  subsequently  there  were  another  will  de- 
clared to  be  the  party's  last  will,  giving  all  his  real  estate 
and  not  revoking  any  previous  instrument,  I  think  it 
would  be  extremely  difficult  to  hold,  that  the  actual  ap- 
pointment made  by  the  first  will  was  in  effect  revoked. 
The  argument  upon  it  would  be,  that  the  testator  calls  the 
latter  will  his  "  last  will,''  and  affects  by  that  to  dispose  of 
the  whole  of  his  property ;  and  that  therefore  he  may  be 
assumed  to  be  giving  a  testamentary  direction  for  all  that 
he  wished  to  be  done  after  his  death;  but  not  having 
mentioned  again  that  which  he  had  mentioned  in  a  former 
instrument,  and  not  having  again  made  an  appointment, 
it  would  be  urged,  that  he  purposely  omitted  that  for 
which  he  had  given  precise  directions  in  a  former  in- 
strument, and  meant  to  die  without  exercising  the 
power.  Still  I  think  it  would  be  very  strong  to  hold 
that,  with  reference  to  an  instrument  which  is  affecting 
only  to  dispose  of  all  that  is  his  own.  I  cannot  decide, 
because  he  had  disposed  of  all  that  was  his  own  and  omit- 
ted to  do  that  which  he  had  done  in  a  former  instrument, 
namely,  to  dispose  of  that  which  was  not  his  own,  that  he 
had  in  effect,  though  not  in  words,  revoked  his  previous 
disposition  of  that  which  was  not  his  own.  Therefore, 
when  the  testator  here  made  a  devise  by  the  first  in- 

(a)  2  B.  C.  C.  58. 


1854. 


Judgment, 


/ 


..^4,.         'inDBBB:  jT'iiif  T3e   ocynotfis  Ji  liain.  t^*«—  he  wis  in 
louidc  'oac    thiiis.  'oe     oozr  ivvs.   in   &fmir  of 
"niihm    -ne  .£!?  -naiL  ^e  'xmnd  to  camplete: 
)Ma  .1  'ne    eecmi  -niL  id  j.uz  -  as  duse  ooinriiaidB.  upon 
-wttTifT  .^ rnis rnomesc  I  .-ar  iDrning,  oa  I  :uil  only  testing 
.z   br    ae     iiLL'ugg    I  -se    jtw™*«t    :iie  heir  would  be 
oTxna  -:i     rrmsiete    ~se   iaioacuiL  -77- die  drst  will  in 
;'AV'Hir    r  *2Dse  "i  Tmint  "oe    cDjnoids  wlil  dier^v  ex- 
;resBi^  LeTTsw. 

TTrefg  .«  unjmer  rting  :a  :e  .'onsdsed.  The  case  of 
^Mrrh  -  It:  miv  :  -siewv  liiar  tixor  was  a  ^ood  deal  of 
iiaetisEaon  ax>a  ne  :ae:!Ci}n  <c  -vnac  die  -i^Rct  is  where  a 
rerwaon  .3.  opTCuid  TPypem  _*  iispoaed  •>£  Thar  case 
was  usroed  .'^  ^  iun^  ^ntiffv  »iiJBiat  ^sct  befibie 
'^r  X  j.viM  LC  "he  !L)tLs  r.  -roere  ie  bill  was  dis- 
ibaseti  uroeTcher:  >iir  -ids  ieeree  -vas  jre^ieiaed  by  Lord 
2R)fi  :  leibre  ^  T^SoTn  frratt  rwo  puints  were 
raizstfd:  P^rsc.  "har.  dcs  '>mc  4  reresson  if  the  copy- 
■loiti^.  Tht»r^  .-omd  3ot  'le  a  HLimdg'  :o  die  ase  of  die 
wiIL  md  Thes^.-re.  10  furrKidcs'  'Deinz  reqinred*  there 
was  ao  aefttfsirr  ot  die  ii*nncr  indiL*axzon  -jf  an  in- 
sennon  ro  Tat*  die  ,T>p7Tioid?.  Tide*!  is  oiade  hj  a  aor- 
T^niier.  Sir  1^  f''*nir*  Linswer  :u  diat  was:  Supposing  a 
^OTT^inder  aor  to  le  r^niate,  :r  .-annor  be  said  that  not 
•toing  inTdiing  me  way  >r  die  ?rfier  :an  be  expressive 
^f  xaj  intention,  inA  di«en>re,  diat  arroment  could 
not  be  if  JLDJ  jtssLsvinc^:  and  furdier.  be  held  opon  the 
antfaorlrv  of  Aj<f  ^  Aiis  P.  "hat  die  reversion  did  not 
pass  Timier  2nj  idrrmzLfcances :  and  he  dLsmissed  the  bilL 
I»rd  EUon  was  iLgsarigrietl  witb  tiiar  decision,  and  di- 
rected an  in^jTiiiy  whether  there  was  anv  freehold  which 
did  pa*«,  becanse  he  mid  if  there  were  no  freeholds  he 
shonM  not  tViilow  Rce  v.  Arij  '^jT,  bac  should  bold  that 
th^.  /y^pyholds  pas»a**d  by  the  wiH :  and  be  gave  attention 

(n)  12  V^.  426:  I. =5  I.i  39«.  (<r)  15  V«.  396. 

f^>  12  Vfm.  426.  (<i)  4  T.  R  6«)o. 
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to  the  point  of  the  interest  being  a  reversion,  because  he 
directed  an  inquiry  whether  the  reversion  was  devisable 
by  custom  without  a  surrender;  and  it  is  worth  consider- 
ing by  those  who  argue  that  the  second  will  passes  this  pro- 
perty, whether  it  may  not  be  held  upon  the  same  principle, 
that  where  there  is  a  trust  estate  in  copyholds,  inasmuch 
as  no  surrender  at  all  is  wanted,  the  Court  always  holds 
that  it  passes  without  any  concurrence  of  the  heir,  be- 
cause there  is  no  extraneous  operation  by  way  of  surren- 
der required,  and  therefore  the  heir  is  not  called  upon 
to  do  anything  to  complete  the  gift.  Whether  the  simple 
devise  of  such  an  interest  would  not  pass  it.  Lord  Eldon 
seems  to  have  thought  worth  inquiry,  and  he  directed  an 
inquiry  upon  that  head. 

At  present,  there  is  no  evidence  here  as  to  the  custom 
of  this  manor.  I  do  not  know  whether  any  inquiry  was 
wished  for.  There  are  infants  and  married  women  in- 
terested, who  are  not  able  to  waive  their  rights,  and  I 
must  hear  the  parties  who  are  interested  to  contend  that 
the  second  will  passed  the  whole  of  this  property.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  bill  had  better  be  amended  by  keeping 
the  parties  who  are  interested  under  both  instruments  as 
Plaintiffs,  and  making  the  other  parties  Defendants,  and 
they  should  have  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  upon  the 
second  instrument. 
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1854. 


Judgment. 


The  bill  was  accordingly  amended  by  retaining  TTiomas 
Dew  Freeman  and  the  real  representatives  of  Joh/n  Free- 
man  and  Eliza  Freeman,  who  were  the  three  devisees 
named  in  the  first  will,  as  the  only  Plaintiffs,  and  making 
the  other  younger  children  of  the  testator  Defendants,  to- 
gether with  the  real  representatives  of  the  testator's  eldest 
son,  who  were  the  original  Defendants. 


Statement. 


i 
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1864.  Mp.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  H.  Clarke  appeared  for  the  new 

Defendants. 


Mr.  W.  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Metcalfe,  for  the  Plain- 

AtyumenL     ^^^  g^jj^  ^^^^  inquiry  had  been  made  whether  there  was 

March  24th.   any  particular  custom  as  to  the  surrender  of  reversionary 

interests  in  the  copyholds  of  this  manor,  and  it  appeared 

there  was  not 

They  cited  WerUworth  v.  Cox  (a),  where  a  general  de- 
vise of  residuary  real  estate  to  the  testator's  wife  was  held 
to  pass  copyholds  unsurrendered,  becatLse  the  testator  had 
no  freeholds  to  answer  the  gifl;  AUen  v.  Anderson  (6),  in 
which  it  was  held  that  a  general  residuary  disposition  of 
real  and  personal  estate  in  favour  of  the  testator's  wife  and 
children  did  not  pass  a  Scotch  heritable  bond;  and  it  was 
compared  to  the  case  of  copyholds  not  surrendered  to  the 
uses  of  the  will,  which  Vice-Chancellor  Wiffram  said  would 
not  pass  by  "a  general  devise  of  all  my  real  estate;"  and 
Church  V.  Mundy  (c),  where  Lord  Eldon  says,  "  I  shall, 
therefore,  only  direct  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  inquire 
whether  this  testator  had  any  and  what  freehold  estate  at 
the  time  of  making  his  will,  and  to  state  what  estate  and 
interest  he  had  in  such  freehold  estate,  if  any;  also,  whe- 
ther there  is  in  this  manor  any  custom  of  surrendering  a 
vested  interest  in  reversion  or  remainder  expectant  upon 
an  estate  tail." 

[Vice-Chancellor. — Lord  Eldon  seemed  to  be  of  opinion 
that  if  there  was  no  custom  at  all  of  surrendering  copy- 
hold interests  in  reversion,  they  might  not  need  to  be 
surrendered,  and  therefore  might  pass  by  a  will  under 
general  words.] 

(a)  6  Macld.  363.         (6)  5  Hare,  163.         (c)  15  Ves.  396. 
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Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  H.  Clarke.— The  copyholds 
passed  by  the  second  will 

If  there  were  nothing  but  the  first  will,  and  no  sur- 
render to  the  use  of  the  testator's  will,  the  Court  would 
supply  a  surrender  to  the  uses  of  that  will  And  if  there 
had  been  a  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  will,  and 
the  second  will  had  been  the  only  will,  here  the  language 
of  the  second  will  would  have  passed  the  surrendered  copy- 
holds Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Wall  v.  Langlands  (a),  the  words 
"  residue  of  my  property,  goods,  and  chattels,"  were  held 
sufficient  to  pass  the  real  estate  of  the  testator.  [VicB- 
Chancellor. — I  think  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  if  the 
words  "  real  estate''  would  pass  them,  "  property"  would.] 
Then  the  surrender,  when  made  or  supplied  by  the 
Court,  is  in  the  most  general  terms,  not  referring  to  any 
particular  will:  Seton  on  Decrees,  113.  Now  here,  the 
will  of  the  testator  must  be  these  two  instruments  toge- 
ther, so  far  as  they  can  both  stand:  Bitchens  v.  Basset  (b). 

In  this  case  the  last  instrument  is,  to  a  considerable 
extent,  consistent  with  the  former,  and  may  stand  with 
it  But  the  former  contained  such  an  express  intimation 
of  an  intention  to  devise  the  copyholds  to  objects  favoured 
in  this  Court  that  a  surrender  would  be  supplied.  The 
latter  will  did  not  so  clearly  shew  that  intention,  but  con- 
tained words  which  would  pass  the  copyholds  to  favoured 
objects  if  surrendered,  and  did  not  revoke  the  first  will  so 
far  as  it  expressed  an  intention  to  pass  the  copyholds. 
Therefore,  taking  the  two  wills  together,  the  surrender 
may  be  supplied,  and  the  copyholds  will  then  pass  by  the 
second  will. 

[Vice-Chancbllor. — Suppose  one  of  the  devisees  in  the 


1854. 


Argument 


(a)  14  East,  370. 
VOL.  I. 


(6)  2  Salk.691;  Show.  P.  C.  146. 
MM  E.  K.  W. 
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first  will  had  died,  so  that  his  share  lapsed  to  the  heir, 
would  that  share  pass  by  the  second  will?] 

It  is  as  though  the  first  will  contained  a  sufficient  ex- 
pression of  the  intention  to  devise  the  copyholds  without 
words  of  disposition,  and  the  second  contained  words  of 
disposition  without  a  sufficient  expression  of  intention  to 
enable  the  Courts  upon  the  second  will  alone,  to  supply 
the  want  of  a  surrender. 


Judgment.      ViOB-ChaNCBLLOB  SiB  W.  PaGB  WoOD: — 

I  considered  this  question  a  good  deal  on  the  former 
occasion ;  and  now  having  had  the  benefit  of  an  argument 
upon  it,  the  opinion  which  I  was  at  first  inclined  to  form 
has  been  confirmed. 


I  test  the  matter  in  this  way.  Suppose  that  the  parties 
interested  under  the  second  will  alone  had  filed  this  bill 
against  the  heir  of  the  testator.  I  think  that  he  would 
have  a  conclusive  answer  to  them.  There  is  nothing  in 
this  instrument  which  indicates  an  intention  which  a 
Court  of  equity  will  recognise  as  passing  copyhold  pro- 
perty. I  do  not  think  that  the  words  of  the  recital,  that 
the  testator's  eldest  son  would  upon  his  decease  become 
entitled  to  all  his  freehold  estates,  which  would  make  an 
ample  provision  for  him,  followed  by  a  gift  of  all  the  tes- 
tator's real  and  personal  estates,  enable  me  to  hold  that 
there  is  a  sufficient  expression  of  intention  from  that  re- 
cital alone  to  pass  these  copyhold  estates  by  the  subsequent 
devise.  The  test  is,  will  the  persons  claiming  under  that 
devise  give  up  the  freehold  estate  on  the  ground  of  the 
previous  recital  If  it  be  argued  that  the  clear  intention 
was,  assuming  Edward  BeUingham  Freeman  to  take  all  the 
freeholds,  that  the  copyholds  would  pass  by  the  general 
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devise ;  then,  following  that  argument  out,  the  intention 
must  have  been  not  to  pass  by  that  general  devise  those 
freehold  estates  of  the  testator  which  Edward  BeUingham 
Freeman  did  not,  in  fact,  take  under  the  father's  will.  In 
truth,  it  is  a  mistake  in  the  recital;  but  there  is  no  doubt 
that  those  freehold  estates  which  Edward  BeUingham 
Freeman  did  not  take  passed  by  this  general  devise;  and, 
therefore,  as  there  are  those  freehold  estates  upon  which  it 
can  operate,  it  does  not  pass  the  unsurrendered  copyholds: 
for  the  only  ground  on  which  the  Court  allows  general 
words  to  pass  unsurrendered  copyholds,  is,  just  as  in  cases 
of  powers,  if  there  is  nothing  else  upon  which  the  devise 
can  operate,  the  copyholds  pass,  or  the  power  is  exercised, 
ut  res  magis  valeat  quam  pereat;  but  if  there  is  anything 
else  that  can  satisfy  the  words,  the  power  is  not  exercised, 
nor  do  the  copyholds  pass. 
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It  is  said,  that  these  two  instruments  must  be  taken 
together  as  one  will;  and  then,  as  on  the  face  of 
the  first  an  intention  is  clearly  expressed  to  pass  copy- 
holds  by  that  description,  the  subsequent  part  of  what 
must  be  considered  the  same  instrument  simply  modi- 
fies in  some  degree  the  disposition  of  the  copyholds 
which  was  previously  made.  But  the  difficulty  is,  that 
the  second  instrument,  giving  it  that  sense,  would  be  an 
entire  alteration,  and,  in  fact,  a  revocation  of  the  interests 
given  by  the  former  to  the  testator's  three  childr^i, 
jf%omcw,  John,  and  Eliza  Freenum,  two-fifths  of  which 
would  be  taken  away  from  them,  and  given  to  the  testis- 
tor's  two  other  children.  The  second  devise  would  be 
simply  inconsistent  with  the  former,  and  the  two  wills 
could  not  fairly  be  considered  to  stand  together  qui  wilk. 
The  ground  of  my  former  decision  was,  that  I  considered 
a  will  to  operate  as  a  disposition  of  copyholds  in  the  na- 
ture of  an  appointment     Sir  William  Grant  states  it  to 

M  M  2 
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Judgment, 


be  exactly  analogous  (a).    The  testator  does  not  devise  the 
copyholds,  he  declares  the  uses  of  the  surrender  only.     In 
this  case,  the  first  instrument  appears  to  me  to  be  clearly 
an  appointment  of  these  uses,  and  the  second  instrument 
does  not  revoke  this  as  against  the  heir  or  other  parties. 
No  intention  is  expressed  of  altering  in  any  way  those 
limitations.    Following  out  the  analogy  the  case  would 
stand  thus: — Suppose  a  party  having  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment over  estate  A.,  and  possessing  also  another  estate  R» 
by  his  will  appointed  estate  A.  to  three  of  his  children, 
and  gave  and  devised  all  his  real  estates,  not  using  the 
word  "  rest "  or  "  residue/'  to  his  other  children,  no  one 
could  doubt  that  the  two  things  would  be  consistent.     If 
I  regard  these  two  instruments  as  one  will,  I  must  put 
that  interpretation  upon  them.  It  would  be  inconsistent  to 
find  a  devise  to  three  of  the  children,  and  then  of  the 
same  property  to  all  five;  rather  than  that  I  must  give  a 
legal  effect  to  the  first  devise  of  the  copyholds.  The  testator 
has  named  the  three  children  in  the  devise  to  them,  and 
has  only  given  his  own  real  estate  to  all  his  children.    The 
two  things  can  stand  together  in  that  way.    There  is  no  in- 
dication of  an  intention  to  give  the  copyholds  to  the  five 
children.    That  is  the  fallacy  of  the  argument  upon  the 
second  wilL    It  is  argued,  that,  because  in  a  prior  part  of 
the  instrument,  or  in  the  former  will,  there  is  evidence  of 
intention  sufficient  to  enable  the  Court  to  supply  a  sur- 
render to  the  uses  of  that  disposition,  therefore,  there  be- 
ing in  another  part,  or  rather  in  the  latter  will,  a  disposi- 
tion which  alone  would  not  indicate  such  intention  suffici- 
ently, I  am  to  take  the  indication  of  intention  which  is 
given  by  the  former,  and  is  not  given  by  the  latter,  in  or- 
der to  supply  a  surrender  to  the  uses  of  the  latter  devise. 
But  the  intention  is  indicated  on  behalf  of  the  objects  of 


(a)  2  V.  &  B.  133. 
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the  former  gift,  and  not  on  behalf  of  the  objects  of  the 
latter,  either  as  against  the  former  devisees  or  the  testa- 
tor's heir. 

The  truth  is,  that  these  copyholds  passed  by  the  first 
instrument;  and  I  am  bound  in  law  to  hold,  whatever 
may  be  my  own  opinion  of  the  singular  result  of  the  de- 
cided cases,  that  the  second  will  simply  operated  on  that 
property  upon  which  it  affected  to  operate,  and  not  upon 
the  copyholds  which  passed  by  the  former  will. 


1854 


Judgmeffd. 


POWYS  ».  BLAGRAVE. 


FA,  %\st, 

&2M; 

J  March  24<A. 

OHN  BLAORA  VE  by  his  wiU  bequeathed  to  his  wife  Tfmantfor 

Anne  Blagrave  one  undivided  moiety  of  certain  leasehold  ^*^2^***' 


Courtiofeqnitj 


hereditaments  absolutely,  and  also  gave  her  for  life  (sub- 
ject to  the  provisoes  thereinafter  mentioned),  his  mansion  bare  no 
house,  park,  and  appurtenances  at  Ccdcot,  desiring  her  to  caaei  of  pem^ 
dwell  there;  and  immediately  after  her  ceasing  to  inhabit  ^JJj^n!rUfe* 
and  dwell  therein,  the  said  house  and  park  to  go  to  his  of  real  property, 
trustees  thereinafter  named  and  their  heirs,  in  the  same  impuS'tout^to 
manner  as  they  would  go  in  case  his  said  wife  was  dead.  ^««P  V**  P"*; 

•^  ^  ■    perty  m  repair 

And  he  gave  and  devised  to  John  Blagrave  and  John  imposed  upon 
Simean,   their   heirs,    executors,  and  administrators,   all  ufeimdera 
and  every  his  freehold  and  leasehold  messuages  or  tene-  J^^e  roniT 
ments,  lands,  tithes,  and  hereditaments  a,t  Reading,  and  notconrey 
also  all  other  his  real  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  estate  without 
in  trust,  to  pay  certain  annuities  and  debts  as  therein  br^h^^ttust, 
mentioned;  and  from  and  after  payment  thereof,  then  in  ^o^^u®*^1' 

rid  of  ^e  trust 
by  so  doing. 
A  trustee,  to  whom  real  property  is  devised  in  trust  for  one  for  life,  cannot  interfere  with  the 
possession  of  the  equitable  tenant  for  life,  because  he  neglects  to  keep  the  property  in  repair;  but 
if  the  tenant  for  life  is  committing  active  waste,  it  seems  that  the  trustee  may,  and  probably  ought, 
to  interfere,  at  least  if  the  persons  entitled  in  remainder  are  under  disability.  ^Therefore,  su^  a 
trustee  is  not  liable  to  the  remainderman  for  the  neglect  of  the  tenant  for  life  to  repair. 
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tmst  to  pay  the  rents  of  all  his  said  freehold  and  leasehold 
estates  unto  the  said  John  Blagrave  daring  his  life,  to  his 
own  use;  and  from  and  after  his  decease,  then  to  stand 
seised  of  the  testator's  real  estate,  to  the  use  of  John  Bla- 
grave the  younger,  eldest  son  of  the  said  John  Blagrave^ 
during  his  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  con- 
tingent remainders,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  successively  in  tail  male ;  with  remainder  to  Thonuu 
Blagrave,  second  son  of  the  testator's  niece  Frances  EUxr 
grave,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  his  sons  succes- 
sively in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  Anthony  Blagrave 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders,  with  remainder  to  his  sons  successively  in  tail 
male,  with  divers  remainders  over. 


And  the  will  contained  the  following  provisoes:  "  Pro- 
vided always,  and  my  will  is,  that,  from  and  after  payment 
of  everything  charged  on  my  real  and  personal  estates,  the 
said  John  Blagrave  and  the  said  John  Simeon,  their  exe- 
cutors and  administrators,  shall  stand  possessed  of  my 
undivided  moiety  of  the  said  leasehold  messuages,  lands, 
tithes,  and  estates  in  Reading  aforesaid,  in  trust,  out  of 
the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  to  keep  such  parts  thereof 
as  I  let  at  rack  rents  in  good  repair;  and  from  time  to  time 
to  pay  the  overplus  thereof  to  such  and  the  same  person 
and  persons  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  entitled  to  the 
rents  and  profits  of  my  real  estates.  Provided  always,  and 
my  will  is,  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  my  said  trustees, 
or  any  other  person  or  persons  who  shall  be  in  possession 
of  my  several  estates,  under  and  by  virtue  of  this  my  will, 
to  cut  any  oak  timber  from  off  any  part  of  my  estates,  not 
even  for  repairs,  but  that  the  person  or  persons  who  shall 
from  time  to  time  be  in  possession  of  my  said  estates,  or 
entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  shall  purchase 
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ecantle  oak  timber  for  such  repairs  as  oak  will  be  want-        1864 
mg. 

The  testator  died  in  1787.     His  widow  was  also  now        

dead.  John  Blagrave,  the  trustee^  survived  his  co-trus-  S^atemau. 
tee,  and  died  in  1827^  leaving  his  said  son  John  Bloffrave 
the  younger,  his  heir-at-law,  who  thereupon  entered  into 
possession  of  the  said  devised  estates  as  tenant  for  life 
thereof  John  Blagrave  the  younger  had  no  issue.  The 
said  Thomas  Blagrave  was  dead  without  issue,  but  the 
said  Anthony  Blagrave  was  living,  and  had  a  son  named 
John  Henry  Blagrave,  who  was  the  first  tenant  in  tail 
under  the  will. 

By  decrees  in  two  other  suits  concerning  these  estates, 
which  came  on  together  on  the  28th  of  April,  1847,  Lord 
Justice  Knight  Bruce,  then  Vice-Chancellor,  granted  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  cutting  timber  and  other  waste  by  the 
said  John  Blagrave  the  younger  on  the  said  estates;  and 
one  of  the  questions  in  those  suits  being  the  duration  of 
the  trusteeship  under  the  will,  his  Honour  directed  a  case 
to  be  sent  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  inquire  of  what 
estate  the  said  John  Blagrave,  (who  was  the  heir  of  the  sur- 
viving trustee,  as  well  as  tenant  for  life  as  aforesaid,)  was 
seised  in  the  freehold  hereditaments  under  the  will.  The 
case  will  be  found  reported  on  these  points  in  1  De  Gr.  &  S. 
252,  and  4  Exch.  550,  where  the  will  of  the  testator  is 
stated  at  length;  and  from  the  latter  report  it  appears  that 
the  question  sent  to  the  Exchequer  was  answered  by  a 
certificate,  that  the  said  John  Blagrave  the  younger  was 
seised  in  fee  simple  of  the  said  hereditaments. 

By  an  order  in  the  said  suits,  dated  the  13th  of  January, 
1851,  Henry  PhiUip  Povrys  and  Cecil  Monro  were  ap- 
pointed trustees  of  the  said  will  jointly  with  the  said  John 
Blagrave  the  younger,  and  the  said  hereditaments  were 
vested  in  the  three  for  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  joint 
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tenancy  upon  the  trusts  of  the  will  The  said  Henry 
PhiUip  Powys  and  Cecil  Monro  now  filed  the  bill  in  this 
suit  against  the  said  John  Elagrave  the  younger,  AnUumy 
Blagrave,  and  John  Henry  Blagrave  and  others,  as  Defend- 
ants, stating  the  above  facts;  and  stating  as  follows: — 
''Since  they  were  appointed  such  co-trustees  as  aforesaid, 
the  Plaintiff's  have  ascertained,  and  the  fact  is,  that  the 
said  estates  have  been  allowed  to  fall  and  are  yeiy  much 
out  of  repair,  and  that  the  dilapidations  thereon  are  daily 
increasing;  and  the  Defendants,  the  said  Anthony  Elcyrave 
and  John  Henry  Blagrave,  as  the  persons  entitled  in  re- 
mainder to  the  estates,  insist,  that,  under  the  trusts  of  the 
said  will,  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  said  Defendant  John  BUir 
grave  (as  such  trustees  as  aforesaid)  are  bound  to  put  and 
keep  the  said  estates  in  repair,  and  have  called  upon  and 
required,  and  are  still  calling  upon  and  requiring,  the 
Plaintiffs  accordingly  to  put  the  same  estates  or  cause  the 
same  to  be  put  into,  and  to  keep  or  cause  the  same  to  be 
kept  in,  a  proper  state  of  repair;  and  the  Plaintiffs  have 
made  or  caused  to  be  made  repeated  applications  to  the 
said  defendant  John  Blagrave  the  younger  (who  is  so  as 
aforesaid  in  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof,)  to  comply  with  such  requisition;  but  he  declines  so 
to  do,  insisting  that  he  is  under  no  obligation  to  comply 
therewith,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  no  right  to  inter- 
fere, inasmuch  as  he  contends  that  the  trusts  contained  in 
the  said  will  to  keep  the  said  estates  in  repair  ceased  upon 
the  death  of  the  said  John  Blagrave  the  elder,  and  that 
he  the  said  Defendant  John  Blagrave  the  younger  is  under 
no  liability  whatever  in  reference  to  keeping  the  same  es- 
tates in  repair  except  as  tenant  for  life  thereof  Whereas 
the  Defendants -4  Ti^ny  Blagrave  s,nd  John  Henry  Bla- 
grave, as  such  remaindermen  as  aforesaid,  insist  that  the 
said  trust  for  repairs  is  a  subsisting  trust,  which  ought  to 
be  performed,  and  that,  in  case  of  nonperformance  there- 
of, the  Plaintiffs  will  be  liable  as  for  a  breach  of  trust." 
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,  And  the  bill  prayed,  among  other  things,  that  the  trusts 
of  the  will  might  be  carried  into  effect;  and  that  it  might 
be  declared  whether  the  said  trust  for  keeping  the  said 
estates  in  repair  was  or  not  a  subsisting  trust,  and  for  a 
receiver  of  the  rents,  and  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
tenant  for  life  from  receiving  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  estates,  or  interfering  or  intermeddling  therewith  or 
in  the  management  thereof. 
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Mr.  ChancUess,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Surroffe,  for  the  Plain-     ArffumenL 
tiffs. 

Mr.  Craigy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Wtdcens,  for  the  tenant  for 
life. 

Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Harrison,  for  the  parties  en- 
titled in  remainder. 


Vice-Chancbllor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  after  deciding 
that  the  trust  for  repairing  created  by  the  will  determined 
on  the  death  of  the  first  tenant  for  life,  continued: — 

One  of  the  points  in  this  case  is  with  reference  to  the 
duty,  alleged  to  be  imposed  by  the  law  of  this  Court  upon 
the  tenant  for  life,  of  himself  keeping  the  premises  in 
repair,  which,  it  is  urged,  the  Court  should  now  enforce. 
That  can  only  apply  to  the  repairs  which  may  become 
necessary  during  the  tenancy  of  the  present  tenant  for 
life.  If  the  theory,  that  the  Court  has  any  such  power, 
be  correct,  the  duty  of  the  tenant  for  life  can  only  be 
commensurate  with  the  period  of  his  occupation.  I  ap- 
prehend, however,  that  with  certain  excepted  cases  it  is 
the  settled  doctrine  of  this  Court,  that  there  are  no  means 
of  interfering  with  permissive  waste.    In  the  case  of  Lord 
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Lansdowne  v.  Zady  Lansdowne  (a)  an  attempt  was  made 
to  charge  the  estate  of  the  late  Lord  Lansdowne  with  the 
expense  of  putting  the  premises  into  repair,  rendered  ne- 
cessary in  consequence  of  his  neglect;  and  the  counsel  for 
the  Defendant  argued  '*  There  is  no  instance  of  such  an 
account.  In  Ocdd/uM  y.  Baylis  (6)  the  Defendant  had  ex- 
pressly promised  to  repair,  and  that  case,  therefore,  turned 
on  different  grounds.  The  cases  of  Lord  OasUemmn  v. 
Lord  Craven  (c)  and  Turner  v.  Busk  (c)  are  express  au- 
thorities that  there  is  no  remedy  in  equity  against  per- 
missive waste.'"  The  two  last-mentioned  authorities  are 
reported  in  Viner's  Abridgment,  and  they  entirely  bear 
out  that  argument.  "  The  Master  of  the  Rolls''  (Sir  T. 
Plumer)  "  expressed  himself  to  be  satisfied  that  no  account 
of  the  dilapidations  could  be  decreed ;  observing  that,  with 
respect  to  incumbents,  the  law  was  otherwise,  and  accord- 
ingly suits  against  their  representatives  were  very  com- 
mon, but  no  instances  of  such  suits  by  remaindermen  had 
occurred."  I  apprehend,  upon  that  authority,  and  from 
the  facts  that  there  have  been  so  few  suits  for  this  pur- 
pose, and  that  that  decision  was  acquiesced  in,  it  is  clear 
that  no  such  account  can  be  here  directed,  and  that  the 
Court  cannot  impose  upon  these  parties  such  a  duty,  unless 
there  be  something  in  the  other  authorities  that  have  been 
referred  to  which  forces  me  to  take  that  course.  The  first  of 
those  authorities  was  CaldweU  v.  Baylis  (d).  That  case  has 
always  been  pressed  iato  this  service,  but  I  think  not  very 
successfully.  The  circumstances  there  were  very  special, 
and  it  is  very  shortly  reported.  No  judgment  is  given, 
but  only  the  terms  of  the  order;  but  the  facts  seem  to 
justify  the  making  of  that  order.  The  facts  were  these : — 
*'The  testatrix  died  in  1796,  upon  which  the  Defendant  *' 
the  tenant  for  life  ''  entered  into  possession,  but  instead 


(a)  1J.&W.523. 

(b)  2  Mer.  408. 


(c)  22  Vin.  Abr.  523,  tit..  "Waste.' 
(c^)  2  Mer.  408. 
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of  keeping  the  premises  in  repair  permitted  the  same  to 
go  into  decay  during  the  life  of  BdOxvrd^'  (the  remainders 
man  in  fee,  contingent  on  his  surviving  the  tenant  for 
life,)  '^  who  had  intended  to  commence  proceedings  against 
him  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  in  consequence  of  his  ne- 
glect, but  desisted  on  his  promise  to  repair  forthwith.'' 
That  was  a  promise  made  upon  consideration,  and  must 
have  weighed  with  the  Court,  for,  the  writ  of  waste  not 
being  then  abolished,  proceedings  at  law  might  have  been 
taken  against  the  tenant  for  life,  if  the  remainderman  had 
not  been  put  to  sleep  by  that  promise.  The  injunction 
granted  was  in  terms  to  restrain  the  defendant  "from  per- 
mitting or  suflFering  any  farther  or  other  waste."  The 
case  was  cited  in  Lord  Lansdowne  v.  Lady  Lcmsdawne  (a) ; 
but  the  Master  of  the  RoUs  seems  to  have  made  no  com-' 
ment  upon  it,  and  did  not  follow  it,  as  the  Court  is  now 
pressed  to  do.  Caldwell  v.  Baylia  (b)  therefore  cannot  be 
considered  to  be  an  authority  against  what  was  treated  as 
a  settled  rule  in  Lord  Lansdotone  v.  Lady  Lansdowne  (c). 
The  observations  of  Sir  John  Lea^ch  in  The  Marquis  of 
Ormonde  v.  Kynersley  (d)  as  to  the  position  of  a  tenant  for 
life,  have  also  been  relied  on  in  this  case.  Sir  John  Leach, 
however,  was  not  then  discussing  this  subject,  but  the 
question  of  equitable  waste,  that  is  to  say,  cutting  down 
ornamental  timber  and  the  like,  by  which  profit  had  been 
made,  and  which  was  clearly  within  the  ordinary  doctrine 
of  the  Court  with  reference  to  account.  Sir  John  Leach 
there  said  in  effect  that  a  testator  imposes  upon  those  to 
whom  he  gives  real  property  for  life  the  duty  of  seeing 
it  properly  managed  and  kept  in  proper  repair;  and  this 
Court  will  always  make  parties  answerable  for  a  breach 
of  trust.  His  Honour  was  probably  bearing  in  mind  more 
particularly  the  doctrine  of  equitable  waste,  and  the  case 


(a)  IJ.  &  W.  623. 
(6)  2Mer.408. 


(c)  IJ.  &  W.  522. 

(d)  5  Madd  369. 
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of  Baby  CcuHe  (Vcme  v.  Lord  Barnard  (a)),  where  part  of 
the  property  was  actually  pulled  down  from  vindictiYe 
feelings  towards  the  person  next  entitled  to  it.  When 
these  observations  of  Sir  John  Leach  were  pressed  upon 
the  late  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  in  the  case  of  King- 
ham  y.  Lee  (6),  he  gave  an  answer  which  seems  to  me  to 
be  conclusive  on  the  subject  The  Vice-Ohancdior  said, 
that  he  could  not  conceive  that  Sir  John  Leach  meant 
literally  that  there  was  a  trust  imposed  upon  the  tenant 
for  life  to  keep  the  property  in  repair^  because^  if  so, 
he  could  not  assign  his  life  interest  without  committing 
a  breach  of  trust,  and  even  if  he  did  he  would  still  be 
personally  liable^  for  he  could  not  get  rid  of  the  trust 
which  had  been  imposed  upon  him  by  handing  over  the 
estate  to  another.  I  think  that  this  doctrine  will  not  bear 
examination,  and  that  Sir  John  Leach  could  not  have  had 
any  intention  of  laying  down  any  such  general  principle. 

These  were  the  only  authorities  in  which  it  was  urged 
that  the  Court  had  taken  steps  towards  a  remedy  in  cases 
of  permissive  waste,  except  the  case  of  Be  Skingley  (c), 
in  which  there  was  an  able  argument  upon  this  subject  by 
the  late  Vice-Chancellor  Parker,  who  was  then  at  the 
bar.  In  that  case,  a  condition  was  imposed  by  the  will 
upon  the  person  to  whom  the  property  was  given  for  life, 
that  he  should  keep  it  in  repair,  so  that  a  forfeiture  would 
be  incurred  by  a  breach  of  that  condition.  The  tenant 
for  life  was  a  lunatia  The  mansion-house  was  burnt 
down,  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  had  to  consider,  that,  if  the 
damage  was  not  repaired,  the  forfeiture  might  be  taken 
advantage  of  by  those  who  were  entitled  in  remainder ; 
and  Lord  Truro  came  to  the  conclusion  that  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  lunatic  the  premises  ought  to  be  rebuilt  at  the 
expense  of  his  estate,  which  seems,  if  I  may  say  so,  to  be  a 
perfectly  proper  conclusion. 


(a)  2  Vern.  738.         (b)  15  Sim.  396.         (c)  3  Mac.  &  G.  221. 
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The  case  oi  Marsh  v.  Wells  {a)  was  there  cited,  which 
was  again  a  totally  different  case  from  the  present  A 
person  entitled  to  leasehold  property,  subject  to  a  previous 
life  interest  therein,  had  there  renewed  the  lease,  with  the 
consent  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  covenanted  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  duties  of  a  lessee,  and  among  others,  to 
keep  the  buildings  and  fences  on  the  premises  in  repair. 
A  question  arose  between  the  remainderman  and  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  tenant  for  life,  after  his  death,  as  to 
the  liability  for  the  repairs  which  had  been  neglected  to 
be  done  during  the  tenancy  for  life.  And  the  Court  said, 
in  effect,  that  the  tenant  for  life  had  allowed  the  remain- 
derman to  enter  into  this  covenant,  and  he  was  the  trus- 
tee for  that  purpose  of  the  tenant  for  life;  and,  therefore, 
the  tenant  for  life  must  indemnify  him,  and  he  must  re- 
cover against  the  estate  of  the  tenant  for  life  the  loss  which 
had  been  occasioned  by  his  neglect  to  keep  the  premises  in 
repair. 
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Those  cases,  therefore,  do  not  support  the  propositiou 
here  contended  for,  there  being  an  express  duty  imposed 
upon  the  tenant  for  life  with  regard  to  permissive  waste. 

There  are  two  other  cases  before  Lord  LangdcUey  which 
put  the  doctrine  in  a  different  point  of  view:  Denton  y. 
Denton  (b)  and  Pugh  v.  Vauffhan(c).  The  latter  was  a 
case  in  which  a  trustee  was  proceeding  in  ejectment 
against  the  cestui  que  trust,  and  the  cestui  que  trust  filed 
his  bill  for  an  injunction,  to  which  the  trustee  an- 
swered, "  True  it  is,  I  am  your  trustee,  and  am  ejecting 
you,  but  then  you  have  cut  down  timber,"  which  was  ac- 
tive waste;  ''and  further,  you  are  lettiag  the  premises 
fall  into  disrepair,  and  otherwise  mismanaging  the  pro- 
perty;" and,  upon  that  statement.  Lord  Langdale  dis- 

(a)  2  S.  &  S.  87.         (b)  1  Beav.  388.         (<?)  12  Beav.  617. 
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1854.  solyed  the  injonctioDy  and  allowed  the  trustee  to  proceed 
with  the  action,  patting  his  decision  upon  this  groiund: 
^I  strongly  incline/'  he  said,  '^to  think  that  the  testator 
must,  firom  the  directions  contained  in  his  will,  be  con* 
Jydgmmi.  g^^j^  ^o  have  intended  that  the  trustees  of  his  will 
riiould  have  the  management  of  the  devised  property  and 
the  receipt  of  the  rents."'  When  his  Lordship  came  to 
that  conclusion,  that  the  trustees  were  intended  to  be  in 
possession  and  have  the  management  of  the  property,  it 
was  a  matter  of  course  to  refuse  the  motion,  independent- 
ly of  the  acts  of  the  tenant  for  life.  The  trustee  had  the 
right  to  say  —  ^'  I  have  allowed  the  tenant  for  life  to 
manage  the  property  as  long  as  I  thought  fit,  but  I  am 
the  person  intended  to  have  the  management,  not  the 
tenant  for  life,  and  I  now  claim  to  have  such  management-" 
His  Lordship  continued:  The  trustee  "has  some  reason 
to  complain  that  the"  tenant  for  life  and  his  lessee  for 
years,  "  as  he  says,  acting  with  him,  have  endeavoured  to 
manage  the  property  independently  of  him.  But  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  trustee  to  pro- 
tect the  property  against  the  improper  acts  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  and  in  this  answer  it  is  distinctly  sworn,  that,  be- 
fore the  life  interest  oV  the  tenant  for  life  "  vested  in 
possession,  he,  with  his  mother,  entered  into  possession, 
and  while  in  possession  cut  down  and  sold  large  portions 
of  the  timber  growing  on  the  lands,  and  committed  other 
acts  of  waste."'  All  that  is  active  not  permissive  waste; 
and  when  a  tenant  for  life  commits  such  waste  the  trus- 
tees, who  have  the  legal  estate,  have  a  right  to  interfere,  and 
it  is  their  duty  to  do  so  if  parties  unborn  are  interested. 
Lord  LanffdaJe  continued :  "  But  it  is  further  sworn  that 
the  lessee  of  the  tenant  for  life  has  felled  timber  grow^ 
ing  on  the  land,  tnd  converted  the  same  to  his  own  vae, 
and  has  refused  to  permit  the  trustee  to  go  on  the  land 
to  ascertain  the  actual  state  and  condition  thereof.  Upon 
this  statement,  I  think  that  the  trustee  is  entitled  to 
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have  the  injunction  dissolved,  and  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances, I  should  not  be  justified  in  doing  what  I  should 
have  been  glad  to  do  if  the  parties  would  consent — con- 
tinue the  injunction,  on  the  lessee  undertaking  to  cut 
no  more  timber,  and  to  permit  the  trustee  to  enter  on  the 
land  at  all  convenient  times  to  ascertain  the  state  and 
condition  thereof/' 
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Unless  it  be  referred  to  his  Lordship's  opinion  that  there 
was  a  trust  to  manage  the  property,  that  part  of  the  judg-^ 
ment  would  seem  to  intimate  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
trustee  to  prevent  permissive  waste.  The  trust  was  **  to 
pay  to  John  Vaughan  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  during' 
his  life."  That  is  the  short  statement  in  the  report 
Probably,  there  was  something  more  from  which  the 
trust  was  inferred,  but  the  Court  has  always  held  upon 
those  words  alone  that  the  trustee  has  an  active  duty  to 
perfonn. 

In  Denton  v.  Denton  (a),  a  testator  had  devised  his  real 
estates  unto  and  to  the  use  of  trustees,  and  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  ''  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents,  issues,  and  pro- 
fits of  the  same  unto,  or  permit  the  same  to  be  enjoyed 
by,"  the  tenant  for  life.  If  those  latter  words  had  been 
used  without  the  limitation  "  unto  and  to  the  use  "  of  the 
trustees,  the  use  would  have  been  executed  in  the  tenant 
for  life,  and  that  makes  the  case  certainly  rather  stronger 
than  Pxyh  v.  Vaughan  (6).  In  Denton  v.  Denton  (a),  the 
trustees  were  proceeding  to  eject  the  cestui  que  trust  Dis* 
putes  had  taken  place  as  to  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the 
estates  and  of  the  title  deeds.  The  trustees  had  brou^t  an 
action  of  detinue  against  the  tenant  for  life  to  recover  the 
title  deeds,  and  gave  notice  to  the  tenants  to  pay  the  rentv 
to  them.   It  was  argued,  that,  as  the  trustees  had  no  active 


(a)  7  Beav.  388. 


(6)12Beav.617. 
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duties  to  perform,  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  estate.   It  appeared  that  timber  had  been 
cut;  but  it  was  said,  only  in  the  proper  and  proTident  man- 
agement of  the  estate,  and  that  the  produce  had  been  prin- 
cipally employed  in  repairing  upon  the  estate.     There  wa^ 
no  question  there  of  permissive  waste;  it  was  a  simple  case 
of  active  waste,  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  objecting  tc 
what  the  trustees  were  doing,  thinking  that  it  was  a  con- 
test between  them  and  the  tenant  for  life  which  should 
have  the  possession,  said  "The  trustees,  therefore,  no^ 
desire  that  the  system  which  has  gone  on  from  the  testa- 
tor's death  to  the  present  time  may  be  discontinued,  not 
because  the  tenant  for  life  has  done  anything  wrong,  for 
nothing  had  before  been  said  about  the  timber,  but  be- 
cause something  wrong  may  be  done.    That,  I  think,  is  a 
subject  which  may  hereafter  be  properly  examined  into;'' 
and  his  Lordship  ended  by  allowing  the  tenant  for  life  to 
remain  in  possession,  upon  his  undertaking,  among  other 
things,  not  to  cut  any  timber  without  the  consent  of  the 
trustees. 


I  think  that  it  b  not  possible  to  obtain  a  remedy  against 
permissive  waste  indirectly,  through  the  medium  of  a  trust 
created  in  the  property.  If  I  were  to  hold  that,  it  would 
be  most  inconvenient  If  every  trustee  is  to  be  considered 
liable,  though  merely  a  trustee  under  a  will  which  devises 
the  property  to  and  to  his  use,  as  in  Denton  v.  Denton  (a), 
in  cases  of  permissive  waste  for  want  of  repairs,  the  diffi- 
culty which  is  now  felt  of  getting  respectable  persons  to 
act  as  trustees  would  be  increased.  I  can  foresee  no  end 
to  the  demands  which  would  be  made  upon  trustees  by  re- 
maindermen coming  into  possession  of  the  trust  property 
who  might  think  it  not  sufficiently  repaired,  if  they  might 
say  to  the  trustees,  "  it  was  your  duty  to  look  after  the 


(a)  7  Beav.  388. 
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tenant  for  life,  you  had  the  legal  estate,  and  it  was  jour         i854. 

business  to  see  that  he  was  performing  all  these  trusts;  and 

as  you  have  not  done  so  we  shall  fix  you  with  the  liability/' 

I  think  that  such  a  doctrine  cannot  possibly  be  established. 

There  is,  therefore,  no  authority  for  my  interfering  with      •^"''***»'- 

the  possession  of  this  property. 


WAINMAN  V,  FIELD.  March  27M/ 

^  AprU21st. 

X  HE  will  of   William   WainTnan,    dated  the   24th   of  Rendue^Ex- 

March,   1814,    commenced  as  follows:— "First,   I   give  '^^^^ 

and  bequeath  unto  Joshua  Field,  of  Ansthorpe  Lodge,  o/LeaseMdi. 

Esq.,  Walker  Skirrow,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Esq.,  and  Charles  A  teitator  be- 

HorsfaU  Bill,  of  Ea^thorpe,  in  the  county  of  York,  Esq.,  exwuton  and* 

my  executors  and  trustees  hereinafter  named,  their  ex-  J^J^^^ate 

ecutors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  my  ready  mo-  (except  roch 

neys,  securities  for  money,  goods,  chattels,  and  personal  by  hu  wm 

estate  whatsoever  (except  such  goods,  chattels,  and  effects  ^^^hedl  and 

as  are  hereinafter  particularly  or  especially  given,  be-  l^^oid^M^ 

queathed,  or  disposed  of;  and  also  except  such  leasehold  *»*«•.  which  he 

estates  as  I  shall  he  possessed  of  or  entitled  to  al  my  hb  intention  to 

decease;  which  leasehold  estates  I  hereby  declare  it  to  be  S*p«yinentof 

his  debts  and 
legacies),  upon 
trust,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  his  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  legacies;  and 
in  case  there  should  be  any  residue  of  his  personal  estate  (except  as  aforesaid)  he  gare  the  same 
to  his  son  R.  And,  after  giving  certain  specific  legacies,  the  testator  derised  all  his  freehold  heredi- 
taments to  the  same  trustees,  upon  trust  for  his  said  son  /{.,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  grandson 
IF.,  for  life,  with  divers  remainders  over  in  tail.  And  the  testator  gave  all  his  leasehold  estates  to 
the  same  trustees,  in  trust,  to  permit  the  clear  rents  thereof  to  be  receired,  taken,  and  enjoyed  by  the 
person  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  freeholds,  until  such  person  should  by  good  assurance  be- 
come seised  of  the  freeholds  in  fee  simple  in  possession ;  and  then  in  trust  to  conrey  and  assign  the 
leaseholds  to  him: — HelcL,  that  the  limitations  of  the  leaseholds  beyond  the  life  estates  of/?,  and  IT. 
were  void  for  remoteness;  and  that  the  interest  thus  improperly  attempted  to  be  given  did  not  be- 
long  absolutely  to  FF.  as  the  last  tenant  for  life,  nor  did  it  pass  by  the  residuary  bequest  to  /?.,  be- 
cause the  exception  of  the  leaseholds  out  of  the  residuary  gift  was  not  simply  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing a  separate  bequest  of  them,  but  also  to  exonerate  them  frvm  payment  or  the  debts  and  legacies, 
and  therefore  held,  that,  beyond  YF.'s  life  estate,  the  leaseholds  were  undisposed  of  by  the  will,  and 
belonged  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator. 

VOL.  I.  N  N  E.  K.  W. 
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my  intention  to  exonerate  from  the  payment  of  my  debts 
and  legacies),  upon  trust,  in  the  first  place  to  pay  the  same 
for  and  towards  the  payment  of  all  the  just  debts  which 
I  shall  owe  at  the  time  of  my  death,  my  funeral  expenses, 
and  the  expenses  of  proving  and  registering  this  my  will, 
and  the  several  legacies  hereby  given  and  bequeathed,  and 
such  other  legacies  as  I  shall  by  any  codicil  or  writing  under 
my  hand  hereafter  ^ve,  bequeath,  and  dispose  of;  and  in 
case  there  shall  he  any  residue  of  my  said  personal  estate 
{except  as  aforesaid)  beyond  what  shall  be  sufficient  for 
the  payment  of  my  said  debts  and  legacies,  /  give  and  he- 
queath  the  same  to  my  son  Ricliard  Bradley  Wainman,  his 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns"  And  after  giving 
certain  hereditaments  and  personal  effects  specifically,  the 
testator  devised  all  his  real  estates,  except  his  leaseholds 
for  years,  to  the  said  trustees  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  for 
the  testator's  son  Richard  Bradley  Wainman  and  his  as- 
signs, during  his  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  ex- 
cepting voluntary  waste  in  pulling  down  houses  or  build- 
ings, or  cutting  down  or  destroying  ornamental  trees ;  and 
from  and  immediately  after  the  determination  of  that  es- 
tate, to  the  use  of  the  testator's  grandson  William  Bradley 
Wainman  and  his  assigns,  during  his  life,  without  impeach- 
ment of  waste,  except  as  aforesaid;  with  remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder 
to  the  use  of  his  first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail 
male,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  second  and  other 
sons  of  the  body  of  the  said  Richard  Bradley  Wainman, 
successively  in  tail  male,  with  divers  remainders  over  in 
tail,  with  an  ultimate  limitation  to  the  testator's  right 
heirs.  "  And  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  all  and  every 
my  leasehold  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements,  together 
with  my  third  part  or  share  of  the  rectory  and  tithes  of 
KUdwick  psLTish  aforesaid,  held  under  the  Dean  and  Chap- 
ter of  the  cathedral  church  of  Christ  in  Oxford,  unto  the 
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said  Joshua  Field,  Walker  SkirroWy  and  Charles  HorsfaU 
Bill,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  trust 
to  permit  the  clear  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said 
leasehold  premises  and  tithes  to  he  received,  taken,  and  en- 
joyed by  and  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  such  person  or  per- 
sons as  shaUfor  the  tims  being  be  entitled  to  my  said  free- 
hold  manors,  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements,  mUil  the  per- 
son so  entitled  for  the  time  being  shall,  by  good  assurance, 
become  seised  of  the  said  freehold  premises  in  fee  simple  in 
possession;  and  immediately  after  that  shall  happen,  then  in 
trust  to  convey,  assign,  transfer,  and  assure  the  said  lease- 
hold messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  tithes,  with  their  ap- 
purtenances, unto  such  person  who  shall  become  so  seised  as 
aforesaid,  his,  her,  or  their  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  by  such  deeds,  writings,  instruments,  and  assur- 
ances, as  by  such  person  shall  be  reasonably  required,  and 
at  his  or  her  costs  and  charges/'  And  the  testator  directed 
that  his  trustees  should  in  the  first  place,  and  in  prefer- 
ence to  all  payments  thereinbefore  directed  to  be  made 
by  them  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  real  es- 
tates,  apply  a  sufficient  part  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his 
real  estates  in  paying  all  the  annual  rents,  taxes,  fines  of 
renewal,  and  other  necessary  outgoings,  as  the  same  should 
from  time  to  time  become  due,  to  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of 
the  cathedral  church  of  Christ  in  Oxford,  on  account  of 
his  third  part  of  the  lease  of  the  rectory  and  tithes  of  the 
parish  of  Kildwick;  and  he  thereby  appointed  the  said 
Josliua  Field,  Walker  Skirrow,  and  Charles  HorsfaU  Bill 
his  executors. 


1854. 


StatemenL 


The  testator  died  on  the  5th  of  April,  1818;  Richard 
Bradley  Wainman  then  entered  into  possession  of  the  said 
estates,  and  died  in  September,  1842,  leaving  the  Plaintifi* 
WiUiam  Bradley  Wainman,  who  was  his  only  child,  and 
general  legatee  and  devisee  and  sole  executor,  surviving 
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him;  and  the  said  Plaintiff  thereupon  entered  into  poaw 
sion  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold  estates  of  the  testator, 
as  the  second  tenant  for  life  under  the  will;  mnd  he  now 
filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against  the  trustees  and  other 
parties  interested,  praying,  that  it  might  be  declared  that 
he  was  absolutely  entitled  to  the  leasehold  estates  for  years 
of  the  testator;  and  that  the  same  might  be  assigned  to 
him,  and  that  the  executors  might  also  be  ordered  to  assign 
to  him  the  testator's  residuary  personal  estate. 


AnrmmffU.  Mr.  RoU,  Q, C.,and  Mr.  /.  T.Humphry,  for  the  Plaintiff— 
The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  leaseholds  absolutely,  for  the 
testator  intended  to  give  them  away  from  his  executors; 
and  if  the  bequest  subsequent  to  the  Plaintiff^s  life  in- 
terest be  Toid,  it  fails  for  his  benefit.  In  Feame's  Ccm- 
tingent  Remainders,  488,  it  is  said :  ^'  Wherever  a  term  is 
devised  to  one  for  a  day  or  an  hour,  it  is  held  to  be  a  devise 
of  the  whole  term,  if  the  devise  over  be  void,  and  it  appears 
to  be  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  dispose  of  the  whole 
from  his  executors;  yet  if  such  intention  does  not  appear, 
then  it  has  been  held  that  a  limitation  of  a  term  to  one 
for  life  does  not  vest  the  whole  so  absolutely  in  him  as  to 
be  at  his  disposal,  but  leaves  a  possibility  (viz.  upon  the 
death  of  the  devisee  within  the  term)  of  reverter  in  the 
executors  of  the  testator:"  Forth  v.  Cfhapman  (a).  So,  in 
another  case,  it  was  said  by  Lord  EUenborough,  "  Though 
the  disposition  of  a  term  to  one  for  life,  with  a  remainder 
over,  will  in  general  entitle  the  first  devisee  to  no  greater 
interest  than  an  estate  for  his  life,  if  the  remainder  should 
not  take  effect,  and  the  residue  of  the  term  will  go  to  the 
personal  representatives  of  the  testator:  yet  this  rule  will 
not  hold,  if  it  appear  that  the  testator's  intention  was  to 


(a)  1  P.  WmR.  666. 
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dispose  of  the  whole  from  his  executors :''  Doed.  Everett  v 
Cook  (a).  In  Mackwortli,  v.  HinamumQ)),  Sir  Gilbert  Affleck 
bequeathed  certain  personalty,  in  trust  to  pay  the  interest 
to  the  person  on  whom  the  baronetcy  should  devolve  for 
life,  so  that  the  same  should  never  be  alienated  from  the 
title;  and  it  was  held  that  his  successor  in  the  title  took 
the  personalty  absolutely.  In  Ibbetson  v.  Ihbet8on{c)  a 
limitation  of  personalty,  very  similar  to  the  present,  being 
considered  void,  it  was  held  to  belong  to  the  first  taker,  who 
was  also  the  residuary  legatee:  ToUemache  v.  Coventry  (cQ, 
Lord  Dungannon  v.  Smith  {e). 


1854. 


Argum/enL 


The  plaintiff  is  also  tenant  in  tail  of  the  freeholds,  and 
the  direction  to  pay  to  him  the  rents  of  the  leaseholds 
would  give  him  a  quasi  entail  in  them,  and  thus  he  is  ab- 
solutely entitled. 

But  if  not,  then  he  takes  them  as  representing  the 
residuary  legatee;  for  the  exception  of  these  leaseholds 
out  of  the  residue  means  nothing  more  than  that  they 
are  intended  to  be  specifically  bequeathed;  and  if  that 
specific  bequest  fails,  it  falls  like  any  other  into  the  re- 
sidue. The  next  of  kin  can  only  claim  on  failure  of 
part  of  the  residuary  gift  In  Leoke  v.  Robinson  (/),  Sir 
TT.  Orwnt^  M.  R,  says,  that  "  Every  thing  which  is  ill 
given  by  the  will  does  fall  into  the  residue;  and  it  must 
be  a  very  peculiar  case  indeed  in  which  there  can  be 
at  once  a  residuary  clause  and  a  partial  intestacy,  un- 
less some  part  of  the  residue  itself  be  ill  given.  ...  A 
testator  supposes  that  each  part  of  his  will  is  to  take  effect, 
and  consequently  cannot  be  said  to  have  any  intention  to 


(a)  7  East^  269. 
(6)  2  Keen,  658. 
(c)  10  Sim.  495. 


(cO  8  BIL  N.  S.  547;  2CL&F.  611. 
(e)  12  CL  &  F.  546, 
(/)  2  Mer.  392,  39a 
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include  in  his  residue  any  thing  that  he  has  before  given. .  . 
The  limitations  of  a  particular  bequest  and  those  of  the 
residue  may  be  quite  incongruous^  for  the  testator  sup- 
poses that  each  is  to  have  its  separate  effect  But  what 
eventually  turns  out  to  be  undisposed  of  will  not  the  less 
constitute  residue:"  Cambridge  v.  Rtms  (a).  But  the  very 
case  has  occurred  in  Evans  v.  Jones  (6),  where  a  testator 
gave  all  his  personal  estate  except  certain  stock  &c.  to  A., 
and  the  stock  &c.  he  gave  to  B. ;  and  the  latter  bequest 
partly  failing,  it  was  held  that  it  passed  by  the  general 
gift  to  A.,  notwithstanding  the  exception ;  yice-Chancellor 
Knight  Bruce  observing,  "  The  case  seems  to  me  to  fall 
within  the  rule,  most  correctly,  I  believe,  stated  by  Sir  W. 
Orant  in  Cambridge  v.  Rous  (c)  and  Leake  v.  Robinson  (d), 
notwithstanding  the  expression  of  exception,  which  ap- 
pears to  me  to  mean  no  more  than  saying  that  the  testator 
intends  to  make  certain  bequests,  afterwards  made  by  hinL*' 


But  if  the  leaseholds  did  not  pass  by  the  residuary  gift^ 
then  the  Plaintiff  and  his  father,  having  been  in  posses- 
sion of  them  since  the  testator's  death,  have  gained  a  title 
by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  R.  Bethell)  and  Mr.  Kinglake 
for  the  next  of  kin. — The  bequest  of  the  leaseholds  is  void 
for  remoteness;  and  as  they  are  excepted  out  of  the  resi- 
due, they  belong  so  far  as  not  bequeathed  to  the  next  of 
kin.  Then,  these  leaseholds  being  given  in  trust,  the 
point  for  which  Doe  d.  Everett  v.  Cook  (e)  was  cited,  does 
not  arise;  and  the  dictum  in  Forth  y.  Chapman (/)  is  ex- 
plained in  the  case  of  Ker  v.  Lord  Dungannon  (g).    This 


(a)  8  Ves.  12. 

(6)  2  CoU.  C.  C.  616. 

(c)  8  Yes.  12,  25. 

(d)  2  Mer.  392. 


(e)  7  East,  269. 
(/)  1  P.  Wm8.  666. 
(g)lD.  &  W.  528. 
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being  a  trust,  no  question  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations        i854. 


Mr.  W.  M.  James,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Cairns^  Mr.  Danid,  Q.  C, 
Mr.  Birdy  and  Mr.  Hardi/y  for  other  parties.  ArgummL 

Mr.  Humphry  in  reply. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

The  only  point  in  this  case  which,  from  the  first,  appear-  Judgment. 
ed  to  me  to  raise  any  question,  was  that  which  was  in- 
volved in  the  decision  in  Evans  v.  Jones{a).  But  I  do  not 
think  that  case  can  have  any  application  to  the  present 
The  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  (then  Vice-Chancellor) 
there  held,  that  there  being  a  gift  of  the  whole  of  a  testa- 
tor's personal  estate  except  certain  stock,  and  a  subsequent 
gift  of  that  stock,  which  did  not  exhaust  all  the  interest 
therein,  to  other  parties,  the  intention  of  the  exception  was 
clearly  upon  the  whole  instrument  not  to  diminish  the  gene- 
ral gift  of  the  personal  estate,  but  to  give  the  stock  to  those 
particular  legatees ;  and  that  there  was  no  difference  be- 
tween saying,  "  I  give  the  stock  to  A,  B.  and  the  residue 
to  C.  D.  ]'  and  "  I  give  all  my  personal  estate  to  C,  D,  ex- 
cept the  stock,  which  I  give  to  A,  B."  I  do  not  know  any 
other  case  in  which  such  a  gift  has  been  so  construed;  but 
the  ground  of  this  particular  decision  is  clear.  The  gift, 
being  by  way  of  exception,  the  testator  first  dealing  with 
the  whole  personal  estate  with  this  exception,  implied  no 
more  than  a  gift  of  the  whole  residue  except  what  was 
otherwise  bequeathed.  The  rule  must  therefore  be  to  as- 
certain in  such  cases  whether  or  not  the  exception  is 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  particular  bequest. 


(a)  2  Coll.  C.  C.  616. 


a* 
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for  the  intention,  would  have  held  that  the  intention  of 
this  will  was  to  except  this  particular  property  out  of  the 
gill,  and  not  to  give  it  to  the  trustees  for  those  purposes 
for  which  the  residue  was  given  to  them.  The  testator 
had  both  an  intention  to  bequeath  these  leaseholds  for 
other  purposes,  and  a  negative  intention  not  to  give  them 
for  those  particular  purposes. 

The  other  points  in  the  case  seem  to  be  clearly  settled  by 
decision.  One  of  these  rests  upon  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Everett 
V.  Cook  (a),  the  question  being  whether,  where  there  is  a  gift 
of  leasehold  property  to  one  expressly  for  life,  supposing  the 
executors  to  have  assented,  and  the  legal  estate  to  have  been 
thus  taken  out  of  them,  if  there  be  other  subsequent  trusts 
which  cannot  take  effect,  there  is  any  equity  by  which  the 
estate  can  be  revested  in  the  executors,  though  the  valid 
bequest  of  it  was  only  for  life.  Forth  v.  Chapman  (b)  de- 
cided, that,  when  a  person  was  in  this  position,  and  the 
leaseholds  had  passed  from  the  executors  by  way  of  assent, 
they  having  assented,  the  whole  term  was  out  of  them, 
and  there  was  no  way  of  bringing  it  back.  If  that  case 
went  farther,  which  I  do  not  think  it  did,  I  should  entire- 
ly concur  in  the  observations  made  by  Lord  St  Leonards, 
then  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  in  Ker  v.  Lord  Dungart'^ 
non  (c).  It  would  be  difficult  then  to  sustain  it,  and  that 
learned  Judge  refused  to  follow  the  case  further.  The 
argument  cannot  arise  where  the  legal  estate  is  in  the 
possession  of  the  trustees  of  the  will;  and  that  particular 
class  of  cases  cannot  therefore  sustain  the  view  of  the 
Plaintiff. 


1864. 


Judgment 


The  next  question  is,  whether  or  not  the  limitations  ox 
the  leaseholds  after  the  life  estates  are  in  fact  void.  Upon 
this  point  it  is  impossible  to  see  a  reastmable  distinction  be- 


(a)  7  East  269.  (b)  1  P.  Wms,  666.  (c)  1  D.  &  W.  528. 
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tween  this  case  and  Lord  Dungannon  v.  Smith  (a).  The 
limitations  of  the  freehold  estates  here  are  in  effect  to  A. 
for  life,  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  remainder  to  unborn  per- 
sons in  tail,  and  then  the  trust  of  the  leaseholds  is  to  per- 
mit the  clear  yearly  rents  to  be  received,  taken,  and  en- 
joyed by  such  person  as  shall,  for  the  time  being,  be  entitled 
to  the  freeholds,  until  such  person  shall,  by  good  assurance, 
become  seised  of  the  freeholds  in  fee  simple  in  possession, 
and  then  to  convey  the  leasehold  estates  to  him,  and  not 
till  then.  Clearly,  there  can  be  no  acquisition  of  property 
under  such  a  series  of  limitations  until  some  tenant  in 
tail  of  the  freehold  estates  shall  have  attained  an  age  at 
which  it  will  be  competent  to  him  to  execute  a  disen- 
tailing deed,  by  which  he  may  acquire  an  absolute  inter- 
est in  them.  That  could  not  be  done  until  such  tenant  in 
tail  attained  twenty-one;  and  therefore  the  freehold  estates 
might  travel  through  a  long  series  of  successive  minorities 
for  centuries;  and  the  case  is  therefore  precisely  similar 
in  this  respect  to  Lord  Dungannon  v.  8miO^(a). 


There  remains  the  question,  whether  the  direction  to 
pay  the  rents  of  the  leaseholds  to  the  person  entitled  for 
the  time  being  to  the  freehold  estates,  can  be  construed  to 
mean  a  payment  according  to  their  respective  interests  in 
the  freeholds,  namely,  to  a  tenant  for  life  for  his  life,  and 
to  a  tenant  in  tail,  so  as  to  give  him  an  absolute  interest; 
but  I  think  that  view  is  fallacious.  The  trust  is,  to  pay 
over  the  rents  until  an  actual  conveyance  is  made  of  the 
leasehold  property;  and  though  it  is  true  that  the  word 
"  rents"  will  carry  the  whole  interest  in  some  cases,  in 
others  it  will  not  The  trust  is  to  pay  over  the  rents  of 
the  leaseholds,  and  not  to  assign  them  to  the  person  for 
the  time  being  entitled  to  the  freeholds;  and  the  effect  of 


(a)  12  CL  &  F.  546. 
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such  person  being  a  tenant  in  tail  would  be,  if  the  limita- 
tion were  permitted  by  law,  that  the  rents  must  be  paid  to 
him  until  some  person  was  entitled  to  the  freeholds  abso- 
lutely. 

The  invoking  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  for  the  acqui- 
sition and  not  for  the  defence  of  a  title  in  such  a  case  is 
entirely  novel;  and,  if  it  could  have  been  considered,  the 
argument  is  disposed  of  by  the  circumstance  that  here  are 
legal  limits,  within  which  the  trust  of  the  leaseholds  is 
good,  and  still  subsisting,  namely,  during  the  two  life  es- 
tates which  were  here  limited  for  lives  in  being;  but  the 
limitations  beyond  that  being  to  a  series  of  parties  not 
ascertained  or  capable  of  being  ascertained,  the  case  is  so 
far  analogous  to  Lord  Dwngannon  v.  Smiih  (a)  and  Ibbet- 
son  V.  Ibbetson  (b).  The  true  construction  of  this  will  is, 
that  the  gift  of  the  leaseholds  to  the  two  tenants  for  life 
is  good,  but  beyond  that  it  is  void,  and  the  next  of  kin  are 
entitled. 


1854. 


Judgment. 


(a)  12  C.  &  F.  546. 


(6)  10  Sim.  495;  5  My.  &  Cr.  96. 
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Jpra  2ist,  FLEMING  V.  SELF. 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  by  Thomas  Brandon  Fleming,  a  share- 
holder in  a  benefit  building  society  called  the  Cam- 
berweU  Building  and  Investment  Society,  who  had  ob- 
tained advances  upon  his  shares,  and  had  executed  mort- 
gages to  the  trustees  of  the  society,  of  certain  leasehold 
property,  to  secure  the  payment  of  his  future  contribu- 
tions to  the  society  in  respect  of  such  advanced  shares. 
These  mortgages  were  by  deeds  in  a  lithographed  form; 
and  by  one  of  them  it  was  recited,  that  the  sums  of 
money  to  be  contributed  by  subscription  in  respect  of 
each  share  in  the  funds  of  the  said  society  amounted  to 
the  sum  of  1002.,  and  the  said  T.  B.  Fleming  was  entitled 
to  receive  out  of  the  funds  thereof  the  sum  of  10002L  in  re- 
spect of  ten  shares ;  and  that  for  the  security  of  all  the  pay- 
ments to  become  due  in  respect  of  the  said  shares,  he  had 
agreed  to  execute  the  assurance  thereby  made;  and  this 
deed  then  contained  an  assignment  by  the  plaintifi^  Flem- 
cnrity  which  he  ino  to  the  trustees  of  certain  leasehold  property  therein 

hat  given  for  i:      x        ^ 

hit  nitare  con- 

tributiont  on  receiving  hit  thare  in  advance,  becaute  no  meant  are  provided  for  working  cot  s  de- 
cree for  redemption,  delivery  of  deedt,  and  contequential  directiont;  and  therefore  thejuriadictionof 
Conrtt  of  equity,  in  tuch  a  cate,  it  not  interfered  with. 

The  object  of  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  32,  wat  to  enable  pertont  to  aatociate  to  raite  tharet  of  a  value 
not  exceeding  150^,  and  to  advance  to  any  member  who  thould  detire  it  the  amount  of  hit  thare, 
lett  a  certain  ditconnt,  upon  hit  giving  tecurity  for  hit  periodical  paymentt  to  the  tociety :  and  the 
legitlatnre  contemplated  that  tome  membert  would  withdraw  from  the  tociety,  andthe  rett  would 
receive  each  150L  But  the  directort  have  no  power  to  tpecify  before  hand  a  certain  time  for  the 
duration  of  the  tociety:  and  when  they  have  aJQTected  to  do  to,  every  member  mutt  be  taken  to 
know  that  they  have  acted  ultra  viret;  and  therefore  advanced  membert  cannot  chum  to  have  their 
tecuritiet  delivered  up,  upon  payment  of  all  their  monthly  tubtcriptiont  and  redemption  mo- 
ney t,  which  would  be  payable  by  them  during  the  period  to  fixed  by  the  directort;  but  they  are 
bound  to  continue  contributort  to  the  tociety  until  every  other  member  it  paid  hit  150/.,  or  with- 
drawt. 

One  of  the  rulet  of  tuch  a  tociety  containhig  an  imperative  provition  that  the  directort  thould 
allow  to  an  advanced  member,  redeeming  hit  tecurity,  ^  the  tame  proportion  of  profitt  per  thare*^as 
wat  allowed  to  withdrawing  membert,  and  the  directort  having  allowed  to  withdrawing  membert  a 

much  larger  tum  than  the  fiindt  of  the  tociety  would  suffice  to  pay  to  advanced  members  alto: 

HeUij  that  the  directort  hod  miscarried,  and  that  the  Court  would  not  make  a  decree  for  redemption 
againtt  the  tociety  at  the  suit  of  an  advanced  member,  upon  the  terms  that  ho  should  have  tuch  an 
allowance;  and  that  tlie  mistake  of  the  directors  could  not  be  rectified  in  that  suit. 

What  are  *•  Profitt"  of  such  a  society. 


March  9tk. 

BemefUBmOd' 
imp  Society — 
Arbiiratwm — 
BUltoredeem 
^Fto/Um, 

The  provitiont 
for  arintiation 
of  ditputet  be- 
tween a  friend- 
ly tociety  and 
itt  memben,  in 
the  10  Geo.  4, 
c56,tt.  27and 
28,  which  are 
incorpomted 
into  the  Build- 
ing Sodetiet 
Acta  by  the 
4  th  tection  of 
the6&7WiU. 
4,  c.  32,  do  not 
spply  to  quet- 
tiont  anting  in 
8  tuit  by  a 
member  againtt 
a  building  toci- 
ety for  redemp- 
tion of  the  te- 
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described,  upon  trust,  from  time  to  time,  as  long  as  the 
said  T.  B,  Fleming,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  as- 
signs, should  duly  make  the  several  payments,  and  observe 
and  perform  the  regulations  prescribed  in  the  articles  of 
the  said  society  in  respect  of  the  said  shares,  and  also 
perform  all  the  covenants  therein  contained,  to  be  paid, 
observed,  and  performed,  to  permit  him  or  them  to  hold 
the  said  premises  and  receive  the  rents  thereof  for  his  and 
their  benefit;  but  if  he  or  they  should  at  any  time  there- 
after fail  to  perform  and  keep  all  or  any  of  the  said  cove- 
nants, or  should  neglect  or  refuse,  for  the  space  of  six 
calendar  months,  to  pay,  observe,  and  perform  all  or  any 
of  the  subscriptions,  payments,  or  redemption  money,  and 
regulations,  on  his  or  their  parts  to  be  paid,  observed,  and 
performed,  then  upon  trust  to  appoint  a  person  or  persons 
to  collect  the  rents  of  the  said  premises;  but  should  the 
same  rents  be  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  purposes  aforesaid, 
then  upon  trust  to  sell  as  therein  mentioned,  and  out  of 
the  rents  of  the  said  premises,  and  of  the  money  which 
should  arise  from  such  sale,  first  to  retain  the  costs  there^ 
in  mentioned,  "  and  in  the  next  place  to  retain  all  such 
principal  money,  subscriptions,  or  other  payments  as  shall 
have  been  advanced  to,  or  shall  be  due  by  the  said  T.  JSL 
Fleming,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  in  re- 
spect of  the  said  shares,  it  being  agreed  by  the  parties  herl^ 
to,  that,  in  case  such  sale  shall  take  place,  all  moneys  which 
may  at  any  time  afterwards  become  due  from  him  or  them, 
according  to  the  rules  of  the  said  society,  shall  be  considered 
as  then  immediately  due,  and  the  same,  or  so  much  thereof 
as  may  be  lawfully  demanded,  shall  be  deducted  out  of 
the  moneys  received  under  the  aforesaid  powers,'"  and  to 
pay  the  residue  of  the  said  money  unto  the  said  T,  B. 
Fleming,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns. 


18M. 

FUEMINO 
O. 

Sklp. 
SkUemeni. 


And  the  said  indenture  contained  covenants  by  the  said 
T.  B.  Fleming  to  build  upon  the  premises.  "And  that  he  the 
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said  T.  B.  Fleming,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns  shall  and  will  pay  the  subscriptions  and  interest 
payable  on  his  said  shares,  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
said  society,"  on  the  days  and  in  manner  therein  mentioned, 
and  abide  by  and  perform  the  rules  thereof  in  respect  of 
the  said  shares.  And  a  power  of  entry  was  thereby  given 
to  the  trustees  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  society,  or 
either  of  them,  or  to  the  directors  of  the  said  society  in 
the  names  or  on  behalf  of  the  trustees  for  the  time  being, 
after  default  should  be  made  in  the  several  subscriptions, 
interest,  or  other  payments  thereinbefore  made  payable, 
or  in  observing  the  rules  of  the  said  society:  and  the  deed 
contained  covenants  for  further  assurance,  and  for  insur- 
ance ;  and,  lastly,  a  declaration  that  the  deed  should  not  be 
a  security  for  a  greater  sum  than  500t 


T.  B.  Fleming  and  his  assign  Seagrave  filed  the  bill  in 
Seagrave  v.  Pope(a)y  praying  for  a  redemption  of  this  mort- 
gage security  on  payment  of  the  amount  actually  advanced 
to  him  in  respect  of  the  ten  shares,  less  the  amount  of  sub- 
scriptions which,  up  to  the  time  of  redemption,  became 
payable,  and  had  been  actually  paid  in  respect  of  such 
shares,  and  the  proportion  ofprofits  in  the  society  to  which 
he  was  entitled  on  account  of  such  shares;  but  the  defend- 
ants in  that  suit  contended  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to 
be  allowed  to  redeem,  except  upon  the  terms  of  paying  all 
subscription  and  redemption  moneys,  and  other  payments 
due  and  to  become  due  during  the  probable  duration  of  the 
society,  to  be  estimated  by  the  Master;  and  Lord  Truro 
decided  that  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  de- 
fendants was  the  right  one,  and  dismissed  the  bill. 

A  very  full  statement  of  the  facts  and  of  the  material 
rules  of  the  society  will  be  found  in  the  Report  (a). 


(a)  1  De  G.,  Mac,  &  G.  783. 
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The  following  rule,  which  was  referred  to  in  this  ca43e, 
is  not  given  there : — 

"  30.  Reference  of  Disputes  to  Arbitration. — That  the 
directors  for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them, 
shall  determine  aU  diapxUea  which  may  arise  respecting  the 
construction  of  these  ruleSy  or  of  any  of  the  clauses,  matters, 
or  things  herein  contained,  and  also  of  any  additions,  alterr 
ations,  or  amendments,  which  shall  or  may  hereafter  arise 
between  the  trustees,  officers,  or  other  members  of  this  society ; 
and  the  decisionof  the  directors,  if  satisfactory,  shall  be  con- 
clusive; but  if  not  satisfactory,  reference  shall  be  made  to 
arbitration,  pursuant  to  the  10  Gea  4,  c.  56,  s.  27;  and  at 
the  first  meeting  of  this  society  after  the  enrolment  of 
these  rules,  five  arbitrators  shall  be  elected,  none  of  the 
said  arbitrators  being  beneficially  interested,  directly  or 
indirectly,  in  the  funds  of  this  society;  and  in  each  case 
of  dispute  the  names  of  arbitrators  shall  be  written  on 
pieces  of  paper,  and  placed  in  a  box  or  glass,  and  the  three 
whose  names  are  first  drawn  by  the  complaining  party,  or 
some  one  appointed  by  him  or  her,  shall  be  the  arbitrators 
to  decide  the  matter  in  dispute,  whose  decision,  or  that  of 
the  major  part  of  them,  shall  be  final." 

Thomas  Brandon  Fleming  now  filed  the  claim  in  thb  suit 
against  George  Self  and  others,  stating  his  said  mortgage 
to  the  society's  trustees,  and  also  another  similar  mortgage, 
dated  the  3rd  of  August,  1847,  in  respect  of  five  other 
shares  upon  which  advances  had  been  made  to  him  by  the 
said  society;  and  stating  that  Oeorge  Self  B,ni  the  other 
defendants  had  been  duly  appointed  trustees  of  the  society 
in  the  place  of  the  said  iZicAardPop^,  William  Forbes,  and 
David  Ferguson;  and  that  the  said  mortgaged  premises 
were  vested  in  such  new  trustees;  and  stating  that  at  a 
meeting  of  the  directors  of  the  society  on  the  16th  of  No- 
vember, 1848,  it  was  resolved,  "  that,  upon  mature  con- 
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sideration,  it  was  the  decided  opinion  of  the  directors  that 
the  duration  of  the  CamberweU  Building  and  Investment 
Society  could  not  be  expected  to  terminate  at  an  earlier 
period  than  eleven  years  from  its  commencement;  and  that 
the  said  term  of  eleven  years  should  be  adopted  as  the 
basis  upon  which  the  directors  would  make  all  their  fu- 
ture calculations,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  lia- 
bility of  any  of  their  fellow  members  who  might  be  desir- 
ous of  redeeming  their  property,  and  satisfying  the  claims 
of  the  society  as  specified  in  their  mortgage  deed;''  and 
stating  that  the  directors  by  their  annual  report  issued  in 
November,  1852,  declared  122.  10&  per  share  to  be  the 
amount  which  they  awarded  to  members  who  might  there- 
after withdraw  from  the  society;  and  that,  by  the  rules 
of  the  society,  if  any  member  should  be  desirous  of  sa- 
tisfying the  securities  which  should  have  been  given  for 
any  shares  which  he  might  have  purchased,  and  should 
give  notice  of  such  desire  to  the  directors,  they  should 
within  one  month  thereafter  award  to  him  *'  the  same  pro' 
portion  of  profits  per  share"  as  was  allowed  on  the  with- 
drawal of  unpurchased  shares(a). 


The  claim  then  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  gave  such  no- 
tice in  writing  on  the  7th  of  March,  1853,  having  then  paid 
up  all  his  subscriptions  and  other  moneys  due  to  the 
society;  and  that,  computing  the  duration' of  the  society  to 
be  eleven  years,  according  to  the  aforesaid  resolution,  his 
future  subscriptions  and  redemption  moneys  would  amoimt 
to  1 802.  in  respect  of  his  said  fifteen  shares. 

The  claim  also  stated,  that,  at  a  meeting  of  the  directors 
of  the  said  society,  duly  convened  and  held  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  the  said  society,  on  the  2nd  of  May,  1 853, 
it  was  resolved  that  any  member  who  should  be  desirous 


(a)  1  De  G.,  Mac  &  G.  788. 
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of  withdrawing  from  the  said  society  any  share  or  shares 
which  should  not  have  been  purchased  according  to  rule 
9,  should  be  allowed  to  do  so,  on  giving  one  month's 
notice  in  writing  to  the  secretary  of  his  or  her  intention, 
in  order  that  the  same  might  be  laid  before  the  next  direc- 
tors' meeting,  and  the  money  subscribed  in  respect  of  such 
share  or  shares  should  be  repaid  to  such  member;  and 
that  a  bonus  of  251  per  share  (in  addition  to  the  amount 
so  subscribed,)  should  be  awarded  to  each  member  on  the 
withdrawal  of  their  respective  shares  between  the  date  of 
the  said  resolution  and  the  month  of  October  following ;  and 
it  was  resolved,  that  a  copy  of  the  said  resolution  should  be 
forwarded  by  the  secretary  to  each  member  of  the  society. 
At  another  meeting  of  the  said  society,  duly  convened, 
and  held  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the  society,  on 
the  5th  day  of  September,  1853,  the  bonus  or  share  of 
profits  to  be  allowed  and  paid  to  withdrawing  members 
was  raised  up  to  and  was  declared  to  be  321  per  share.  And 
at  a  meeting  of  the  said  society,  held  on  the  3rd  day  of 
October,  1853,  divers  members  of  the  society  gave  notice 
of  their  intention  to  withdraw  their  shares;  and  thereupon, 
at  the  same  meeting,  and  without  any  prior  notice,  thirty- 
six  shares  were  withdrawn  at  a  bonus  or  share  of  profits 
of  32Z.  per  share,  which  bonus  or  share  of  profits  was  ac- 
tually paid  upon  such  thirty-six  shares. 


1864. 


SUUemmU. 


The  Plaintifi^  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  redeem  his 
said  mortgaged  property,  and  to  have  all  the  deeds  and 
other  documents  in  the  custody  of  the  trustees  of  the 
said  society  relating  to  his  securities  delivered  up  to  him; 
and  to  have  a  receipt  or  acknowledgment  indorsed  on 
the  said  mortgages  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the 
society;  and  to  have  allowed  to  him  the  same  amount  of 
bonus  or  proportion  of  profits  upon  each  of  his  said  fifteen 
shares,  as,  according  to  the  rules  of  the  said  society,  and 
the  resolutions  of  the  directors,  was  allowed  to  withdraw- 

VOL.  I.  0  0  E.  K.  w. 
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ing  members,  ivhose  shares  had  not  been  purcfaased  or 
taken  up  as  proYided  for  by  the  said  rules;  and,  after  de- 
ducting the  subscription  and  other  moneys,  if  any,  which 
might  be  payable  by  him,  from  the  amount  of  the  said 
bonuses  or  amount  of  profits,  to  have  the  balance  paid  to 
him;  the  Plaintifi*,  nevertheless,  submitting  to  redeem 
the  mortgaged  premises,  and  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  said 
mortgage  securities  upon  such  terms  and  in  such  .nuumer 
as  the  Court  might  think  fit  to  direct. 


ArffumenL        Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hardy,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  T.  H.  Terrell,  for  the  Defendants, 
made  a  preliminary  objection,  that  the  question  in  dispute 
should  have  been  submitted  to  arbitration,  being  a  ques- 
tion simply  of  construction  of  the  rules. 

The  6  &  7  Will  4,  c.  32,  extends  to  these  societies  the 
provisions  of  the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  66;  and  the  27th  and 
28th  sections  of  the  latter  Act  provide  means  for  submit- 
ting questions  to  arbitration  if  there  should  be  a  rule 
of  the  society  to  that  effect,  and  for  enforcing  the  award. 
[These  sections  are  stated  in  the  judgment.]  Here  there 
is  such  a  rule  (a).  Therefore  a  reference  to  arbitration  is 
the  only  mode  of  determining  the  question,  and  it  was  so 
decided  in  Ex  parte  Payne  (6),  Reeves  v.  White  (c).  [Vice- 
Chancbllob. — Could  the  arbitrators  give  the  Plaintiff  his 
estate  again  if  they  decided  in  his  favour?]  The  main  ques- 
tion is,  what  sum  is  to  be  paid  upon  the  construction  of  the 
rules?  If  the  arbitrators  ascertain  that  and  order  it  to  be 
paid,  means  are  provided  for  enforcing  payment;  and  then 
an  indorsement  of  satisfaction  on  the  mortgage  deed,  by 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  32,  s.  5,  is  equivalent  to  a  reconveyance. 


(a)  Supi-a,  p.  521.        (b)  6  Dowl.  &  L.  679.        (e)  16  Jur.  637. 
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They  referred  also  to  Crisp  v.  Bwnbury  (a),  Timrna  ▼. 
Williams  (6),  and  Morrison  v.  Olover  (c),  in  which  it  was 
held,  that  the  rule  as  to  arbitration  of  a  particular  society 
only  applied  to  disputes  between  the  society  and  a  share- 
holder in  his  character  as  member,  not  as  mortgagor,  upon 
breaches  of  the  covenants  in  his  mortgage  deed. 


1854 


ArirwnetU. 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hardy,  for  the  Plaintiff.    . 

The  bill  asks  relief  which  the  arbitrators  could  not  give. 
[Vicb-Chancellor. — The  14th  rule  (d)  provides  for  re- 
demption, and  that  the  directors  shall  desire  the  trustees 
to  deliver  up  deeds,  and  indorse  a  receipt  according  to 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  32,  s.  5.]  But  the  contention  is  on  what 
terms  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  redemption.  That  does 
not  depend  only  upon  the  rules,  but  also  upon  the  pro- 
visions of  the  mortgage  deeds.  [Vioe-Chancellor. — ^The 
arbitration  is  to  extend  to  the  construction  of  the  rules  or 
of  any  of  the  clauses,  matters,  or  things  therein  contained. 
Are  not  the  mortgage  deeds  made  under  these  rules  (0)?] 
The  arbitrators  would  have  to  look  at  the  deeds  in  order 
to  determine  this  question.  In  GuibiU  v.  Kingdom  (/),  it 
was  said  by  PoUock,  C.  B.,  that  a  similar  rule  to  the  one 
now  under  consideration  did  not  render  it  imperative  to 
refer  matters  to  arbitration.  [Vice-Chancellor. — There 
was  no  dispute  there  upon  the  rules  at  all,  it  was  merely 
a  question  of  legal  remedy  upon  a  covenant]  The  30th 
rule  does  not  say  that  all  disputes  shall  be  referred,  but 
only  a  particular  class  of  disputes  between  members  of 
the  society.  The  Plaintiff  here  has  ceased  to  be  a  member, 
and  is  only  a  mortgagor,  and  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
society  except  to  pay  his  subscriptions  or  redeem;  and, 


(a)  8  Bing.  394. 
(6)  3  Q.  B.  413. 

(c)  4  Exch.  430. 

(d)  See  1  De  G.,Mac.  &  G.  788. 

00  2 


(e)  See  Eule  12, 1  De  G.,  Mac 
&  G.  786. 

(/)  1  Exch.  494. 
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therefore,  he  does  not  come  within  rule  30  as  to  arbitra- 
tion. 

ViCE-CHANOELLoa. — ^The  point  upon  which  I  wish  to 
hear  a  reply  is  as  to  the  authority  of  the  arbitrators  to 
construe  the  mortgage  deeds.  The  question  is  a  serious 
one,  because  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  to  keep  persons  in  this  condition  of 
life  out  of  these  Courts. 

Mr.  RoU^  Q.  C,  in  reply. — The  mortgage  deeds  are  made 
in  pursuance  of  the  rules  and  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
effect  to  them,  and  therefore  can  be  construed  by  the 
arbitrators,  as  well  as  the  rules. 

The  Vice-Chancellob  intimated  his  opinion  that  the 
Court  had  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  but  delayed  giving  his 
reasons  until  he  had  heard  the  argument  upon  the  other 
questions  in  the  suit. 

The  question  of  the  right  to  redeem  and  the  terms  of 
redemption,  upon  the  construction  of  the  rules  of  this 
society,  was  argued  fully  on  the  21st  and  22nd  of  March; 
and  at  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  his  Honour  gave 
judgment  upon  the  first  point  as  follows — 


Judgment       ViCE-ChANCELLOR  SlB  W.  PaGE  WoOD: — 

I  will  state  at  once  why  I  held  that  it  was  necessary  for 
me  to  hear  and  decide  this  case.  I  have  looked  into  the 
statute  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56,  and  compared  it  with  the  au- 
thorities cited.  One  of  the  latest  of  these  was  a  case 
in  which  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  disputes 
concerning  breaches  of  the  covenants  in  a  mortgage  deed 
were  not  matters  which  it  was  necessary  to  submit  to 
arbitration;    Morrison  v.  Glover  (a),     I   think  that  this 


(a)  4  Exch.  430. 
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case  is  even  stronger.  This  is  a  suit  for  the  redemp- 
tion of  mortgages,  and  to  have  accounts  taken  and  the 
deeds  delivered  up.  The  statute  was  never  intended  to 
meet  a  case  like  that  It  is  enacted  by  section  27 — 
"  That  provision  shall  be  made  by  one  or  more  of  the 
rules  of  every  such  society,  to  be  confirmed  as  required  by 
this  Act,  specifying  whether  a  reference  of  every  matter 
in  dispute  between  any  such  society,  or  any  person  acting 
under  them,  and  any  individual  member  thereof  or  person 
claiming  on  account  of  any  member,  shall  be  made  to  such 
of  his  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  as  may  act  in  and  for 
the  county  in  which  such  society  may  be  formed,  or  to  ar- 
bitrators to  be  appointed  in  manner  hereinafter  directed ; 
and  if  the  matter  so  in  dispute  shall  be  referred  to  arbi- 
tration, certain  arbitrators  shall  be  named  and  elected  at 
the  first  meeting  of  such  society  or  general  committee 
thereof  that  shall  be  held  after  the  inrolment  of  its  rules, 
none  of  the  said  arbitrators  being  beneficially  interested 
directly  or  indirectly  in  the  funds  of  the  said  society;  of 
whom  a  certain  number,  not  less  than  three,  shall  be 
chosen  by  ballot  in  each  such  case  of  dispute — the  num- 
ber of  the  said  arbitrators  and  mode  of  ballot  being  deter- 
mined by  the  rules  of  each  society  respectively;  the  names 
of  such  arbitrators  shall  be  duly  entered  in  the  books  of 
the  said  society  in  which  the  rules  are  entered  as  afore- 
said ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  death  or  refusal  or  neglect  of 
any  or  all  of  the  said  arbitrators  to  act,  it  shall  and  may 
be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  society  or  general  committee 
thereof,  and  they  are  hereby  required,  at  their  next  meet- 
ing, to  name  and  elect  one  or  more  arbitrator  or  arbitra- 
tors as  aforesaid  to  act  in  the  place  of  the  said  arbitrator 
or  arbitrators  so  dying  or  refusing  or  neglecting  to  act  as 
aforesaid;  and  whatever  award  shall  be  made  by  the  said 
arbitrators,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  according  to  the 
true  purport  and  meaning  of  the  rules  of  such  society, 


1854. 
Fleming 

V, 

Self. 
JudffmeiU, 
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confirmed  by  the  justices  according  to  the  directions  of 
this  Act,  shall  be  in  the  form  to  this  Act  annexed,  and 
shall  be  binding  and  conclusive  upon  all  parties,  and  shall 
be  final  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  without  appeal  or  be^ 
ing  subject  to  the  control  of  one  or  more  justices  of  the 
peace,  and  shall  not  be  removed  or  removable  into  anj 
Court  of  law,  or  restrained  or  restrainable  bj  the  injunc- 
tion of  any  Court  of  equity;  and  should  either  of  the  said 
parties  in  dispute  refuse  or  n^lect  to  complj  with  or  con- 
form to  the  decision  of  the  said  arbitrators  or  the  major 
part  of  them/'  the  justices  of  the  peace  are  to  enforce  the 
decision  of  the  arbitrators.  The  award  is  to  be  in  the 
form  contained  in  the  schedule.  Looking  at  that  form,  it 
is  clear  what  the  legislature  meant  the  arbitrators  to  da 
The  form  is: — "We,  the  major  part  of  the  arbitrators, 

duly  appointed  by  the society,  .  • .  do  hereby  award 

and  order  that  A.  B.  do,  on  the day  of ,  pay  to 

C.  D.  the  sum  of [oTy  we  do  hereby  reinstate  in,  or 

expel  A.  B.  from,  the  said  society,  as  the  case  may  be.} — 
Dated,"  &c. 

The  meaning  was  obviously,  that  these,  being  societies 
in  which  weekly  payments  were  to  be  made  by  the  mem- 
bers, and  parties  were  to  be  expelled  for  non-compliance 
with  the  rules,  the  arbitrator  or  the  justice  of  the  peace 
was  to  settle  whether  a  party  was  to  pay  his  money  or  to 
be  expelled.  The  award  is  to  be  positively  in  that  form. 
None  other  is  given  or  contemplated.  There  is  nothing 
to  work  out  a  decree  for  redemption,  delivery  of  deeds, 
and  consequential  directions.  By  section  28  the  magis- 
trates are  to  do  this: — It  shall  be  lawful  "for  any  such 
justice,  on  complaint  being  made  to  him  of  any  refusal  or 
neglect  to  comply  with  the  rules  of  such  society  by  any 
member  or  officer  thereof,  to  summon  the  person  against 
whom  such  complaint  shall  be  made,  to  appear  at  a  time 
and  place  to  be  named  in  such  summons;  and,  upon  his 
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or  her  appearance,  or,  in  default  thereof,  upon  due  proof 
on  oath  or  affirmation  of  the  service  of  such  summons,  it 
shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  two  justices  to  proceed  to 
hear  and  determine  the  said  complaint  according  to  the 
rules  of  the  said  society;''  and  in  case  they  should  adjudge 
any  money  to  be  paid  by  such  person,  and  the  same  were 
not  immediately  paid,  then  to  proceed  by  warrant  and 
distress,  and  nothing  else.  That  is  clearly  only  to  enforce 
pajrment  of  the  money.  The  award  did  not  require  to  be 
enforced  by  the  justices,  if  the  party  is  either  reinstated 
or  expelled.  The  justices  have  only  power  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  any  sum  of  money  which  may  be  awarded  to  be 
paid;  and  there  is  no  provision  for  any  of  the  necessary 
consequences  of  redemption  of  a  mortgage. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  Court  in  the  present  case  is  not  interfered  with. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  terms  of  redemption  his  Ho- 
nour reserved  his  judgment. 


1854. 


JvdgmenL 


Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  on  this  day  gave 
judgment,  holding  that  the  Plaintiff,  by  demanding  that 
his  deeds  should  be  delivered  up  to  him  with  the  same 
share  of  profits  as  had  been  awarded  to  members  who  had 
withdrawn,  deducting  the  subscriptions  and  other  pay- 
ments (if  any)  which  were  due  from  him  at  the  time  when 
he  gave  notice  to  redeem,  and  that  a  receipt  should  be 
duly  indorsed  upon  his  mortgages,  and  signed  by  the  trus- 
tees, was  putting  his  case  too  high;  for,  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  rules,  the  directors  had  no  power  to  make 
such  a  resolution  as  that  of  the  16th  of  November,  1848, 
fixing  a  period  of  eleven  years  from  its  commencement  for 
the  duration  of  the  society  (a),  and  there  was  nothing  in 


April  2\a. 
Judgment, 


(a)  Supra,  p.  622. 
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1854.  the  rules  to  limit  any  period  for  its  duration;  but  the 
33rd  rule  (a)  provided  for  the  termination  of  the  society 
when  "  the  sum  of  1 001  for  each  share,  with  all  other  ex- 
penses and  liabilities  of  the  society,  shall  be  fully  paid  and 
Judgnieio.  gatisfied,"  which  was  consistent  with  the  6  &  7  WilL  4,  a 
82,  s.  ],  which  says,  that  the  very  object  of  these  institu- 
tions is  to  provide  a  mode  by  which  persons  may  raise 
shares  not  exceeding  the  value  of  1 502.,  and  may  advance 
moneys  to  each  member  desiring  it,  out  of  the  funds  of  the 
society,  to  erect  or  purchase  houses  or  real  estate,  to  be 
secured  "by  way  of  mortgage  to  such  society  until  the 
amount  or  value  of  his  or  her  share  or  shares  shall  have 
been  fully  repaid  to  such  society,  with  the  interest  there- 
on, and  all  fines  or  other  pajrments  incurred  in  respect" 
thereof;  and  further  provides,  that  no  member  shall  re- 
ceive any  "annual  or  other  periodical  profit  upon  any 
shares  in  such  society  until  the  amount  or  value  of  his  or 
her  share  shall  have  been  realised,  except  on  the  with- 
drawal of  such  member  according  to  the  rules  of  the  so- 
ciety then  in  force."  His  Honour  observed,  that  what  the 
legislature  contemplated  was,  that  some  members  of  such 
societies  would  take  their  shares  in  advance,  allowing  a 
discount  upon  them  according  to  the  second  clause  of  the 
statute,  and  that  others  would  withdraw;  and  that  the  so- 
ciety would  continue  in  operation  until  their  funds  were 
sufficient  to  pay  the  remaining  members  the  full  amount 
of  their  shares;  and  that  such  being  the  scheme  of  these 
societies,  independently  of  the  fact  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
entered  into  his  contract  with  the  society  long  before  the 
resolution  which  afiected  to  fix  a  period  for  its  duration, 
and,  therefore,  could  not  have  been  in  any  manner  influ- 
enced thereby,  he  must  be  taken  to  have  known,  that,  in 
making  such  a  resolution,  the  directors  were  acting  ultra 
vires,  and  that  the  resolution  was  simply  void.     The  Plain- 


(a)  1  De  G.,  Maa,  &  G.  790. 
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tiff's  claim,  therefore,  could  not  be  sustained;  but  he  must 
be  bound  to  continue  a  contributor  to  the  society  until 
every  member  who  was  not  previously  advanced  by  this 
kind  of  mortgage  like  the  Plaintiff,  should  be  paid  his 
lOOL,  or  should  withdraw  from  the  society. 

His  Honour  then  considered  the  difficult  question  of 
the  meaning  of  the  word  "profits''  in  the  ignorantly 
framed  rules  of  this  society,  and  particularly  in  rule 
14  (a),  upon  which  the  Plaintiff's  claim  to  a  share  of  pro- 
fits was  founded;  and  he  observed,  that,  in  Mosley  v.  Ba- 
ker (b),  the  Court  had  directed  an  inquiry,  to  determine, 
upon  the  basis  of  the  mortgage  deed,  how  long  the  party 
ought  to  contribute;  and  that  the  62nd  rule  in  that  case  (c) 
was  similar  to  the  14th  rule  here,  except  that  it  provided 
that  the  directors  should  allow  to  an  advanced  member 
desirous  of  redeeming  his  security  "  the  profits  of  his  share," 
and  not  as  here,  referentially,  "the  same  proportion  of 
profits  per  share  "  as  was  allowed  to  withdrawing  mem- 
bers,  which  made  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff  in  Mosley  v. 
Baker  (d)  rather  stronger  than  the  present.  His'  Honour 
said,  that  he  had  examined  the  Registrar's  Book,  to  dis- 
cover what  was  ordered  in  the  decree  with  respect  to 
profits,  but  the  decree  contained  no  direction  concerning 
them. 

Mr.  Hardy  suggested  that  the  society  in  that  case  had 
not  existed  long  enough  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  any  pro- 
fits. 

The  Vioe-Chancellob  remarked,  that,  in  the  argument, 
the  Plaintiff  had  made  a  claim  for  profits,  relying  on  that 
62nd  section.  His  Honour  then  proceeded  to  examine 
the  rules  of  this  society,  observing,  that  it  had  been  de- 


1854. 


Judgment, 


(a)  See  1  DeG.  Mac.  &  G.788. 
(h)  6  Hare, 87;  lH.&T.30i. 


(c)  6  Hare,  92. 
{d)  Id.  87. 
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cided,  in  Seagrave  y.  Pope  (a),  that  the  Plaintiff  must  be 
taken  to  have  received  his  whole  share  in  advance;  in 
which  decision  his  Honour  entirely  concurred,  for,  in  truth, 
the  transaction  would  otherwise  be  void  as  usurious,  being 
only  freed  from  that  objection  by  the  2nd  section  of  the  6 
&  7  WilL  4,  a  32,  which  contemplated  in  terms  an  ad- 
vance of  the  whole  share.  Then,  the  scheme  of  the  so- 
ciety being  to  raise  shares  of  1002.  each  for  every  member, 
in  a  longer  or  shorter  period,  there  were  provisions  that 
members  who  had  actually  had  their  shares  advanced  were 
to  have  a  portion  of ''  profits.''  First  of  all,  the  rules  pro- 
vided for  the  sale  of  shares  (6);  and  then,  by  the  13th 
rule  (c),  in  case  of  any  sale  being  made  of  any  property 
mortgaged,  the  directors  were  empowered  to  add  to  any 
surplus  moneys  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  ''a 
proportion  of  the  profits  of  the  society;''  but  there  it  was 
not  made  imperative  upon  them  to  do  so,  but  optional 
merely.  By  rule  16  (d),  persons  desirous  of  withdrawing 
in  the  first  four  years  of  the  society  were  to  pay  a  fine  for 
the  privilege  of  so  doing,  in  order  to  prevent  all  the  mo- 
ney being  drawn  out;  but  in  the  fifth  or  following  years 
the  directors  were  empowered  to  allow,  "  out  of  the  pro- 
fits which  the  society  shall  have  realised,"  a  bonus  to 
withdrawing  members;  and  then,  by  the  14th  clause, 
which,  in  point  of  construction,  ought  to  have  followed 


(a)lDeG.,Mac.&G.  783. 

lb)  Rules  9  and  12,  1  De  G., 
Mac.  k,  G.  784,  785. 

(c)  "13.  Directors  mai/ add  to 
surplus  mone^  part  of  profits, — 
That  when  any  sales  shall  take 
place  of  any  property  mortgaged 
to  this  society,  the  directors  shall 
haTe  power  and  authority  to  add 
to  any  surplus  moneys  remaining 
in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  after 
satis&ction  of  the  several  pur- 


poses above  mentioned,  a  propor- 
tion of  the  profits  of  the  society 
made  up  to  the  time  of  such  sale 
or  sales,  equal  to  that  which  shall 
at  the  time  be  allowed  to  mem- 
bers withdrawing;  and  the  direc- 
tors may  order  the  trustees  to 
pay  the  same  to  the  member  with 
and  in  addition  to  the  surplus 
moneys  to  which  he  shall  be  enti- 
tled." 
{d)  I  De  G.,  Mac.,  &  G.  788. 
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the  16th,  the  directors  were  ordered  to  award  to  an  ad- 
vanced member  desirous  of  redeeming  his  securities,  one 
month  after  notice,  "  the  same  proportion  of  profits  per 
share  as  is  allowed  on  the  withdrawal  of  unpurchased 
shares;''  and  that  direction  was  imperative. 

His  Honour  said,  that  it  was  difficult  to  discover  the 
meaning  of  the  word  ^'  profits''  as  there  used,  but  he  had 
no  doubt  that  the  framers  of  the  rules  intended  by  it  any 
amount  of  money  in  the  hands  of  the  society  ultra  the 
amount  of  payments  made,  which  clearly  were  not  profits 
properly  so  called. 

However,  that  these  societies  were  in  the  habit  of  con- 
sidering such  moneys  as  profits,  was  shewn  from  some  re- 
marks upon  the  usual  form  of  their  balance  sheets  by 
Mr.  Scratchley,  in  his  Treatise  on  Benefit  Building  Socie- 
ties (a). 

Here,  the  directors  had  not  taken  into  consideration 
their  liability  to  pay  anything  to  the  advanced  members, 
but  had  divided  their  funds  received  into  money  paid  out 
and  profits.  But  members  who  had  been  paying  in  con- 
tributions would  expect  interest  on  their  pajrments,  and 
that  must  be  allowed  for  before  the  real  profits  of  the  so- 
ciety could  be  ascertained. 

His  Honour,  therefore,  thought  it  impossible  to  bind 
the  society  by  what  had  been  done,  except  upon  the  foot- 
ing of  giving  them  a  longer  period  to  continue  in  opera- 
tion, in  order  to  realise  the  additional  sums  which  would 
be  necessary  to  pay  the  advanced  members  their  shares  of 
the  so-called  "  profits."  In  truth,  the  directors  had  mis- 
carried in  their  plan  for  allowing  the  amount  of  profit 

(a)  Pages  76,  77  of  the  edition  of  1849. 
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which  thej  proposed  and  fixing  the  duration  of  the  socie- 
ty, and  that  mistake  could  not  be  remedied  in  this  suit; 
and,  therefore,  as  the  society  could  not  be  bound  by  what 
they  had  done,  and  as,  from  the  nature  of  the  rules,  it 
would  be  impossible  to  ascertain  what  would  be  due  to 
the  Plaintiff  as  profits,  with  reference  to  the  probable 
duration  of  the  society,  and  any  future  allowance  which 
might  be  made  to  withdrawing  members,  the  amount  of 
which,  or  whether  any  should  be  made  at  all,  would  be 
entirely  at  the  option  of  the  directors,  his  Honour  said 
that  he  could  not  give  the  Plaintiff  the  account  which  he 
required;  and  he  had  come  to  the  conclusion  that  he 
could  only  make  a  similar  decree  to  that  made  in  Modey 
V.  Baker  (a),  but  that  he  could  not  go  beyond  it. 

(a)  6  Hare,  87;  1  H.  &  T.  301. 


WALCOT  v.  BOTFIELD. 

William  BOTFIELD,  by  his  will,  dated  the  6th  of 
November,  1849,  gave  and  devised  to  the  Plaintiffs  and 
their  heirs  all  that  his  capital  messuage  or  mansion- 
house  of  Decker  Hill,  and  all  his  freehold  and  copyhold 
estates  whatsoever  at  and  near  Decker  HiU,  and  at  Wood 
Oreen  and  elsewhere,  in  the  parish  of  iShiffnaU,  in  the 
county  of  Salop,  and  all  other  his  real  estates  not  by  his 
said  will  otherwise  devised  (except  only  such  estates  as  he 
keeps  an  wtar  was  seised  of  as  mortgagee  or  trustee) :  To  hold  unto  and 
^^^^^j^  to  the  use  of  the  said  Plaintiffs,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 

hii  reddencey 

though  he  may  not  go  there  for  yean. 

But  the  meaning  of  the  word  ^residence*  U  different  from  ^domicil,'*  for  an  infiint  haa  the  do- 
micil  of  hif  parents  until  he  attains  his  fall  age  and  does  some  act  to  acquire  a  new  one,  and  thus 
his  domicil  may  he  in  a  country  in  which  he  has  nerer  personally  been ;  whereas  ^  residence**  im- 
plies personal  presence  at  some  time  or  other. 

A  proriso  in  a  will,  requiring  the  devisee  for  life  of  a  mansion  house  and  estates  to  "  reside"  there 
for  six  months  in  every  year,  and  imposing  a  penalty  for  breach  of  such  condition;  aud  if  henhould 
negleot  to  observe  it  for  five  years,  devising  the  estate  to  others,  rendered  it  necessary  for  the  devi- 
see to  be  personally  present  in  the  house  168  days  in  each  year,  in  order  to  emrape  the  penalty  or 
forfeiture;  but  hdd^  that  it  would  be  sufficient,  if,  keeping  up  an  establishment  at  the  house,  he  Here 
merely  to  visit  it  each  day,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  spend  a  night  there. 


March  nth; 
April  ^m. 

Dtvim — CbfH 
diHanal  LimU' 
atiom — Ben- 

A  person  may 
be  said  to  have 
more  than  one 
residence.  If 
he  have  honaet 
in  different 
pUces,  at  each 
of  which  he 
keeps  an  est»- 
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upon  trust  for  the  testator's  wife  LucyBotfield  and  her  as- 
signs during  her  life;  and  after  her  decease  in  trust  for 
his  nephew  Bertah  Botfield  and  his  assigns  during  his 
life;  and  after  his  decease  in  trust  for  the  third  son  of  the 
said  Beriah  Botfield  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  the  heirs 
of  his  body;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  in  trust  for  the 
fourth  and  every  other  son,  except  the  eldest  and  second 
sons,  of  the  said  Beriah  Botfield  lawfully  to  be  begotten, 
severally,  successively,  and  in  remainder,  one  after  ano- 
ther, in  order  and  course  as  such  sons  should  respectively 
be  in  priority  of  birth,  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  each 
such  son  issuing;  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  in  trust  for 
the  first  or  only  son  of  the  said  Beriah  Botfisld  lawfully 
to  be  begotten,  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  first  or 
only  son  issuing;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  in  trust  for 
the  second  son  of  the  said  BericHk  Botfisld  lawfully  to  be 
begotten,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body;  and  subject  thereto, 
upon  the  further  trusts  therein  mentioned.  The  will, 
then,  after  directing  that  the  testator's  said  mansion-house 
at  Decker  HiU,  and  the  buildings,  gardens,  pleasure- 
grounds,  and  lawn  thereto  belonging,  and  the  farms  at 
Decker  HiU  and  Eatighton,  then  occupied  by  him,  should 
not  be  let,  except  the  labourers'  cottages  and  gardens, 
nor  the  house  be  altered,  or  the  walls  thereof  cut,  nor 
should  the  buildings,  gardens,  pleasure-grounds,  planta- 
tions, roads,  or  fences  be  altered  in  any  way;  but  that  the 
whole  thereof  should  be  regularly  kept  clean  and  neat, 
and  in  good  and  thorough  repair,  by  every  person  who,  by 
virtue  of  that  his  will,  should  come  into  possession  thereof 
after  the  decease  of  his  said  wife, — proceeded  as  follows: 
"  Provided  always,  and  my  will  is,  that  when  and  as  my 
said  nephew  Beriah  Botfield,  or  any  of  his  sons  or  daugh- 
ters, or  any  other  person  or  persons  taking  in  remainder 
after  him  or  them,  shall,  by  virtue  of  the  limitations  here- 
inbefore contained,  become  entitled  to  the  possession  of 
the  said  capital   messuage   or  mansion-house  of  Decker 
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nm  hereby  devised,  then  and  in  such  case  my  will  i%  that 
the  said  Beriah  Botfield,  or  his  sons  or  daughters,  or  any 
other  such  person  as  aforesaid  taking  in  remainder  after 
him,  shall  and  do  reside  or  keep  up  a  suitable  esktUishment 
at  Decker  UiU  aforesaid,  so  as  to  keep  the  said  house  deany 
nea^t,  and  wM  aired;  and  also  do  and  shall  keep  the  gardens 
and  pleasure-grounds  and  farm  belonging  to  the  said  house 
neat  and  in  good  condition,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  trus- 
tees or  trustee  of  this  my  will  And  in  case  of  default 
herein  as  to  any  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  I  hereby  au- 
thorise and  empower  my  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
time  being  to  do  or  cause  to  be  done  all  such  matters  as 
shall  have  been  so  left  undone  at  the  expense  of  the  per- 
son so  making  default,  and,  to  defray  all  the  costs  of  re^ 
pairing  and  making  good  the  same,  to  deduct  all  such  ex- 
penses out  of  the  rents  and  profits  otherwise  payable  to 
the  person  so  making  default  as  aforesaid,  and  so  from 
time  to  time,  as  often  as  there  shall  be  occasion,  and  when- 
ever the  trustees  or  trustee  shall  think  it  necessary  or 
proper  to  interfere  by  virtue  of  this  clausa  And  my  will 
further  is,  that  the  said  Beinah  Botfield,  or  his  sons  or 
daughters,  or  any  such  person  as  aforesaid  taking  in  re- 
mainder aft;er  him,  who  shall  for  the  time  being  come 
into  the  possession  and  beneficial  enjoyment  of  my  said 
mansion-house  at  Decker  Hill  by  virtue  of  or  under  the 
trusts  of  this  my  will,  and  who  shall  be  offvH  age^  shall  re- 
side at  my  said  mBJision'house  for  the  period  of  sia  months 
in  each  year,  computing  from  the  1st  day  of  January  in 
one  year  to  the  first  day  of  January  in  the  next  year,  or 
in  default  thereof  shall  forfeit  and  pay,  for  the  first  year 
of  such  non-residence,  the  sum  of  lOOOi.,  for  the  second 
year  of  such  non-residence  the  like  sum  of  lOOOZ.,  for  the 
third  year  of  such  non-residence  the  sum  of  20001,  and  for 
the  fourth  year  of  such  non-residence  the  sum  of  3000Z. 
And  my  will  is,  that  all  suras  which  shall  become  so  as 
aforesaid  forfeited  for  non-residence,  shall  be  paid  to  the 
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trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  this  my  will,  and 
shall  be  bj  them  or  him  laid  out  and  expended  at  their  or 
his  sole  discretion  in  building,  draining,  or  any  other  per- 
manent improvements  upon  some  part  or  parts  of  my  es- 
tate hereby  devised,  or  of  the  estates  which  shall  have  been 
purchased  by  my  said  trustees  or  trustee  under  the  trusts 
of  this  my  will,  and  which  shall  be  held  by  them  in  trust 
accordingly.     And  my  will  further  is,  and  I  hereby  de- 
clare, that,  if  such  person  as  aforesaid,  who  shall  for  the 
time  being  come  into  the  possession  and  beneficial  enjoy- 
ment of  my  said  mansioD-house  at  Decker  Hilly  by  virtue 
of  or  under  the  trusts  of  this  my  will,  and  who  shall  be  of 
full  age,  ^2X[y  for  five  yearSy  computing  as  aforesaid,  ne- 
glect to  reside  in  my  said  mansion-house  at  Decker  HiU 
aforesaid /or  the  space  of  six  months  or  upwards  in  the  ag- 
gregate in  each  and  every  of  the  said  years,  then  and  in 
any  such  case,  and  from  thenceforth,  the  trust  or  limita- 
tion hereinbefore  made  and  contained  for  the  benefit  of 
him,  her,  or  them,  who  shall  so  neglect,  refiise,  or  discon- 
tinue to  reside  as  aforesaid,  shall  cease,  determine,  and  be- 
come utterly  void,  and  all  my  said  estates  shall  in  such 
case  immediately  thereupon  go  to  the  next  person  in 
remainder  under  the  trusts  and  limitations  hereinbefore 
contained,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  person  or  persons 
who  shalT  so  neglect,  refuse,  or  discontinue  (being  tenant 
or  tenants  for  life)  was  or  were  dead,  or  (being  tenant  or 
tenants  in  tail)  was  or  were  dead  without  leaving  any 
heir  or  issue  inheritable  to  the  estate  tail  then  vested  in 
the  person  or  persons  who  shall  so  refuse,  neglect,  or  dis- 
continue; so  nevertheless  that,  in  the  instance  of  every 
or  any  tenant  for  life  making  such  default  as  aforesaid, 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  hereditaments  shall  be- 
long to  and  be  held  in  trust  for  such  issue  of  his  body  (if 
any),  or  else,  and  while  there  shall  be  a  want  of  such  issue, 
to  or  in  trust  for  such  other  person  or  persons  as  under 
the  trusts  and  limitations  aforesaid  shall  be  entitled  to 
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the  next  vested  remainder  in  the  said  hcreditamcn 
Provided  nevertheless,  and  my  will  is,  that  if  the  sa 
Beriah  Botfield,  or  any  other  person  taking  in  remaind 
after  him,  shall  be  a  member  of  parliament,  then  and 
such  case  his  residence  at  Decker  HUl  for  at  least  tkt 
monthSf  including  his  occasional  residence  there  daring  tl 
sitting  of  Parliament,  and  the  keeping  up  of  a  suitable  t 
taUishment  at  Decker  HUl  aforesaid,  shall  be  equivale 
to  such  a  residence  for  six  months  in  the  year  as  herei 
before  is  required,  and  no  penalty  or  forfeiture  shaU  1 
incurred  for  non-residence  in  any  such  year,  anythii 
hereinbefore  contained  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 


The  testator  died  in  December,  1850,  and  his  wido 
Lucy  Botfield  died  in  December,  1851,  and  thereupon  tl 
life  interest  of  the  saXA' Beriah  Botfield  in  the  Decker  H 
mansion-house  and  lands  vested  in  possession. 

The  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  by  the  trustees  of  the  w 
against  the  said  Beriah  Botfield  and  the  first  tenant 
tail  in  remainder,  stating  these  facts;  and  that  they  hi 
in  hand  lOOOt,  part  of  the  income  of  the  Decker  Hill  c 
tate  for  1852;  and  praying  for  a  declaration  of  the  righ 
of  the  parties  as  regarded  the  lOOOt,  and  how  it  ought 
be  disposed  of;  and  also  for  a  declaration,  what  was  tl 
true  construction  of  the  testator's  will  as  regarded  tl 
clause  requiring  residence. 


The  following  facts  appeared  in  evidence: — 

From  1828,  Beriah  Botfield  had  been  in  partnersh 
with  his  uncle  the  testator  and  another  uncle,  and,  fro 
1843,  with  the  testator  alone,  in  certain  coal  and  ire 
works,  but  had  not  taken  any  active  part  in  the  businei 

In  18J3,  Beriah  Botfield  became  entitled  in  possessio 
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under  the  will  of  his  grandfather,  who  died  in  1801,  to  a 
mansion-house  and  estate  called  Norton  Hall,  distant 
about  seventy  miles  from  Decker  HtU.  And,  upon  the 
death  of  William  Botfield,  the  testator  in  the  cause,  Beriah 
Botfield  also  became  entitled  in  possession  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  second  son  in  tail,  under  the  will  of  ano- 
ther uncle,  who  died  in  1803,  of  a  mansion  and  lands, 
called  Hopton  Courts  about  two  miles  from  the  partnership 
colliery.  Beriah  Botfield  made  Norton  HaU  his  chief 
residence.  The  said  colliery  was  situate  about  thirty 
miles,  and  the  iron  works  of  the  partnership  about  five 
miles  from  Decker  HiU,  All  these  facts  were  known  to 
the  testator.  After  the  testator's  death,  Beriah  Botfisld 
carried  on  the  coal  and  iron  business  alone,  and  took  the 
active  management  upon  himself.  He  stated,  by  his  affi- 
davit in  the  cause,  that  the  iron  works  required  his  super- 
intendence from  Monday  to  Wednesday  in  every  alternate 
week. 
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Beriah  Botfield  kept  up  an  establishment  of  male  and  ^ 
female  servants  at  Decker  Hilly  equal  to  that  which  was 
left  there  by  the  testator's  widow  at  her  death.  The  house 
was  fiilly  furnished;  and  Beriah  Botfield,  since  he  came 
into  possession,  had  spent  two  or  three  days  in  every  fort- 
night there,  and  occasionally  more,  and  had  never  been 
absent  for  a  fortnight,  except  on  one  occasion,  when  com- 
pelled by  illness  to  be  away.  He  had  also  kept  up  his 
establishment  at  Norton  HaU  since  the  testator's  death. 


Mr.  W.  M.  JameSy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hobhouse,  for  the  trus-     Argument 
tees. 


Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  WidcenSy  for  Beriah  Botfield. — 
These  provisions  as  to  residence  are  conditions  by  the 
VOL.  I.  P  P  B.  K.  w. 
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breach  of  which  a  penalty  is  incarred,  and  they  mi] 
therefore  be  strictly  construed. 

Disregarding  at  present  the  first  proviso,  the  meaning 
the  word  "  residence,"  according  to  its  l^al  constmcti^ 
is  different  firom  ''  domicil."'  The  cases  shew  that  a  m 
"may  have  two  or  more  residences"  at  one  time:  Wh 
home  V.  CoUman  (a).  Therefore  residence  does  not  neo 
sarily  mean  bodily  presence  in  a  particular  place.  T 
words  "inhabit"  or  "occupy"  are  much  stronger,  a 
therefore  any  decisions  upon  those  words  apply  to  ti 
case  a  fortiori.  [The  Vice-Chanckllob  referred  to  i 
statutes  requiring  the  residence  of  clergymen.]  The  i 
ject  of  those  statutes  was  to  insure  the  discharge  of  c 
tain  duties  which  could  only  be  performed  by  one  perm 
ally  present,  and  therefore  it  is  not  possible  to  reason  & 
them  upon  a  case  like  this.  In  the  case  of  Hex  v.  Si 
gent  (6),  the  question  was,  what  residence  within  a  borou 
would  qualify  a  man  to  be  elected  to' the  office  of  bail 
and  it  was  held,  that  a  person  connected  with  the  borou| 
taking  a  house  there  for  one  year  on  the  eve  of  the  el 
tion,  and  occupying  such  house  for  three  days  and  nigb 
was  sufficiently  qualified.  [The  Vice-Chanckllob. — 1 
question  there  was,  not  so  much  what  was  or  not  resideu 
as  what  amount  of  residence  was  required.] 

So,  in  King  v.  MitcIieU  (c),  where  the  qualification 
voters  for  corporate  offices  in  the  city  of  Norwich  w 
that  the  voter  should  be  a  freeman,  who  for  six  calenc 
months  last  past  had  been  an  inhabitant  within  one 
the  wards,  substitutes  in  the  militia,  who  had  dwellij 
houses  in  Norwich,  in  which  they  left  their  families  a 
to  which  they  returned  from  time  to  time  firom  their  re 
ment,  which  was  quartered  at  Colchester,  were  held  to 


(a)  7  Miin.  &  G.  1.         (6)  5  T.  R.  466.        (c)  10  Etwt,  611, 
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qualified  to  vote.  In  Rex  v.  The  Duke  of  Richmond  (a), 
the  question  of  the  residence  of  a  bailiff  again  arose,  and  it 
was  held,  that  merely  taking  a  lodging  within  the  borough 
and  staying  there  a  few  days  was  not  suflBcient.  Doe  d. 
8haw  V.  Steward  (b)  was  a  bequest  of  a  leasehold  house  to 
one  to  hold  for  the  term  *'  if  he  shall  so  long  live  and 
continue  to  inhabit  the  said  house,  and  from  and  after  his 
decease  or  giving  up  the  possession,"  gift  over.  The  lega- 
tee took  possession,  and  afterwards  went  to  sea,  leaving  his 
wife  and  family  on  the  premises,  where  the  wife  continued 
to  carry  on  his  business;  and  after  an  absence  of  about 
six  months  he  returned,  and  resumed  his  residence  on  the 
premises,  when  he  became  insolvent,  and  the  house  was 
taken  by  his  assignees;  and  it  was  held  that  the  gift  over 
did  not  take  effect.  So,  a  man  may  be  rated  as  "occupier" 
of  a  house,  though  not  there  for  a  year:  Rex  v.  Inhabi- 
tants of  Aberyetwith  (c).  Therefore  the  term  "  residence  " 
by  no  means  necessarily  implies  personal  presence.  And  the 
construction  cannot  be  aided  by  a  period  for  such  residence 
being  specified;  and  therefore,  if  it  stood  upon  the  latter 
clauses  alone,  it  would  be  altogether  indefinite.  But  the 
first  clause  of  the  proviso  throws  a  light  upon  the  whole, 
which  makes  the  meaning  clear,  shewing  that  the  residence 
required  is  only  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the  house  in 
good  order*  and  repair;  and  if  that  be  done  there  is  no  rea- 
S9n  for  requiring  the  owner  for  the  time  being  to  be  per- 
sonally present. 

Mr.  Brawny  for  the  first  tenant  in  tail 

Mr.  Rolty  Q.  C,  afterwards  mentioned  the  case  oi Filling' 
ham  V.  Bromley  ((^. 

The  ViCE-CnANCELLOR  reserved  his  judgment. 


ArgwmeiU. 


(a)  6  T.  R  660. 
(6)  1  Ad.  &  E.  300. 


(c)  10  East,  353. 
\d)  T.  &  E.  530. 
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Vice-Chakobllob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood,  after  stating  the 
limitations  in  the  will,  and  the  first  clause  of  the  proviso, 
which  is  given  between  inverted  commas,  supra^  pp.  535, 
536,  continued: — 

This  first  clause  seems  to  direct  one  of  two  things:  that 
the  person  entitled  in  possession,  whether  an  infant  or 
adult,  should  either  reside  or  keep  up  a  suitable  establish- 
ment at  Decker  HiUy  the  purpose  expressed  being  to  keep 
the  house  clean,  neat,  and  well  aired,  and  the  grounds 
neat  and  in  good  condition.  [His  Honour  then  read  the 
succeeding  provisoes,  supra,  pp.  536 — 538]. 

The  question  is,  whether  or  not  in  effect  the  whole  di- 
rection as  to  residence — looking  to  the  various  authorities, 
and  especially  to  the  case  of  FiUingham  v.  Bromley  (a), 
which  decides,  that  a  direction  of  this  description  as  to 
residence,  with  a  clause  of  forfeiture  in  the  event  of  non- 
residence,  is  a  direction  to  be  strictly  construed — ^is  so 
vague  and  indefinite,  that  it  is  impossible  to  give  it  any 
effect,  and  therefore  the  whole  limitation  must  be  dis- 
regarded. 

It  was  argued,  first,  that  upon  the  subsequent  clauses, 
omitting  the  first  clause  containing  the  alternative  direc- 
tion, the  t^rm  "  residence"  was  entirely  vague;  and  several 
cases  were  cited  besides  that  of  FiUingham  v.  Bromley  (a), 
to  shew  that  there  is  considerable  difficulty  in  deciding 
what  is  or  is  not  sufficient  residence  to  satisfy  a  direc- 
tion of  this  nature.  It  was  then  argued,  that  if  the 
meaning  of  the  word  "residence"  be  so  doubtful,  fixing 
a  period  for  such  residence  cannot  alter  the  case.  I 
think  that  this  is  the  first  fallacy  of  the  argument  A 
great  part  of  the  difficulty  in  these   cases  has  arisen 


(a)  T.  &  R  530. 
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from  no  time  being  limited  for  the  residence  required. 
Thus,  in  FiUingham  v.  Bromley  (a),  no  period  for  residence 
"was  mentioned  in  the  will,  but  the  direction  was  simply, 
that  the  person  entitled  to  and  possessed  of  the  heredita- 
ments, which  were  devised  in  strict  settlement,  should  not 
lease  part  of  them  called  Juts,  "and  that  every  such  person 
or  persons  should  live  and  reside  on  the  said  estate  called 
Juts;  and  for  default  thereof,'"  all  the  property  was  given 
over:  and  Lord  Eldon  put  a  question,  which  shews  the  diffi- 
culty that  occurs  when  no  specific  period  for  residence  is 
pointed  out  He  asked,  "  Suppose  he  had  been  a  member  of 
Parliament  and  had  had  a  house  mLondon^  would  you  have 
said,  that  he  did  not  live  and  reside  at  JutaV  The  cir- 
cumstances of  that  case  were  stronger  in  favour  of  the 
construction  contended  for  here  by  Mr.  RoU^  if  a  spe- 
cific period  of  residence  had  been  there  pointed  out,  be- 
cause that  was  a  case  between  vendor  and  purchaser,  the 
vendor's  title  depending  upon  whether  or  not  there  had 
been  a  forfeiture  The  tenant  for  life  under  the  will  had, 
for  a  certain  period,  kept  up  an  establishment  and  resided 
at  Juts;  but,  for  several  years,  he  had  ceased  to  live 
there,  though  he  still  kept  up  an  establishment  in  the 
house;  and  the  question  was,  whether  he  had  thus  incur- 
red a  forfeiture  or  not.  One  sees  plainly  how  the  difficulty 
struck  Lord  Eldon  from  the  form  of  his  question.  Gene- 
rally, if  a  party  has  two  or  three  establishments,  every 
one  of  them  may  be  called  his  residence,  and  not  less  so 
because  he  may  not  go  there  for  some  years.  If  he  keeps 
up  an  establishment  in  it,  the  place  is  still  his  residence; 
and  thus  he  may  be  said  to  have  his  residence  in  two  or 
three  different  counties.  The  question  is  entirely  distinct 
from  that  of  domicil,  which  is  often  wholly  independent 
of  actual  residence.    Every  person  is  assumed  to  have 
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some  domiciL  While  on  infant,  he  has  the  domicil  oi 
his  parents,  which  continues  even  after  he  comes  of  age, 
until  he  changes  it  and  acquires  another.  So  that  a  person 
might  he  born  in  Englandy  of  parents  whose  domicil  ww 
Scotch^  and  he  might  never  afterwards  acquire  a  domicil 
of  his  own,  and  thus  might  have  a  Scotch  domicil  withoul 
ever  having  been  in  Scodand.  But  "residence"  implies, 
in  all  cases,  personal  presence  in  the  locality  at  some 
period  or  other,  and  the  real  difficulty,  in  a  direction  ol 
this  kind,  arises  from  the  absence  of  any  limitation  of  the 
time  for  such  residence.  If  a  person  is  directed  to  reside 
at  a  certain  house,  and  it  is  not  said  for  how  long,  it  ma; 
be  contended  that  he  should  be  there  all  his  life;  or  if  he 
constantly  keeps  up  an  establishment  there,  it  may  be 
argued  to  be  sufficient  if  he  goes  there  only  once  in  his 
lifetime;  but  to  say  that  a  person  can  be  resident,  in  an; 
sense,  who  has  never  been  personally  present  at  the  place, 
would  be  an  entire  contradiction  of  the  terms  employed. 


That  the  word  "  residence  "  has  this  meaning,  is  very 
apparent  from  those  statutes  which  have  a  penal  charac- 
ter, requiring  the  residence  of  the  clergy.  I  think  that  the 
decisions  upon  them  have  considerable  bearing  on  this  ques- 
tion, as  it  occurred  to  me  indeed  when  this  case  was  being 
argued.  The  first  of  these  statutes  is  the  21st  of  Hen.  8, 
a  13;  by  the  26th  section  of  which  it  was  enacted,  that  a 
spiritual  person  shall  be  "  personally  resident  and  abiding 
in  and  upon"  his  dignity,  prebend,  or  benefice;  and  in  case 
any  spiritual  person,  after  the  time  therein  mentioned 
"keep  not  residence  at  one  of  his  said  dignities,  prebends 
or  benefices,  as  is  aforesaid,  but  absent  himself  wilfully  bj 
the  space  of  one  month  together,  or  by  the  space  of  twc 
months  to  be  accounted  at  several  times  in  any  one  year 
and  make  his  residence  or  abiding  in  any  other  placei 
by  such  time,  that  then  he  shall  forfeit  for  every  defaul 
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lOi"    It  is  true,  that  the  words  "  but  absent  himself''  are 
introduced,  as  well  as  the  term  "residence;"  but  I  think 
that  those  words  are  only  an  expression  of  what  the  word 
'residence'  means,  that  is,  personal  residence.    The  statute 
was  a  penal  act,  and  no  difficulty  arose  in  applying  it 
One  of  the  earliest  decisions  shews,  that  under  the  Act, 
and  a  fortiori  under  this  will,  there  may  be  excuses  for 
non  residence,  though  that  is  not  expressly  provided  for; 
but,  subject  to  this,  the  Act  was  put  in  forca    The  case 
is  BuUer  and  Ooodale's  case  (a),  it  was  an  information  by 
an  informer  qui  tam  &a,  and  on  a  special  verdict  it  was  de- 
cided, that  the  parson  "  ought  to  abide  on  his  rectory,  viz. 
the  parsonage  house,  and  not  in  another  house,  although 
it  be  within  the  same  parish,  for  the  statute  (21  Hen.  8,  a 
13)  was  intended  not  only  for  serving  the  cure  and  for 
hospitality,  but  also  for  the  maintenance  of  the  house  and 
habitation  of  the  parson,  not  only  for  himself,  but  also  for 
his  successors,  that  they  also  may  keep  hospitality  there." 
That  is  very  applicable  to  part  of  the  reason  here  as- 
signed, namely,  the  maintenance  of  the  house.    "And  there 
it  was  agreed,  that  lawful  imprisonment  without  covin  is 
a  good  excuse  of  non  residency;  so,  if  there  be  not  any 
parsonage  house  there,  for  impotentia  excusat  legem,  and 
these  cases  are  excepted  out  of  the  Act  by  construction 
of  law.    And  note,  that  it  was  held  in  the  Exchequer, 
Trin.  39  Eliz.,  that  sickness  without  fraud  was  also  a  good 
excuse,  viz.  if  the  patient  remove  by  advice  of  his  physician, 
bona  fide,  for  better  air,  and  for  recovery  of  his  health." 
Residence,  then,  meant  personal  residence  in  the  rectory 
house,  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  it  up. 


1864. 
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Then  came  the  statute  of  the  13  Eliz.  c.  20,  which  was 
far  more  penal,  because  it  not  only  affected  the  parson  but 
other  persons ;  that  statute  directs  "  that  no  lease  after  the 
15th  day  of  May  next  following  the  beginning  of  this  Par- 

(a)  6Kep.21b. 
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liament^  to  be  made  of  any  benefice shall  endue  an; 

longer  than  while  the  lessor  shall  be  ordinarily  resident  an< 
serving  the  core  of  such  benefice,  without  absence  aboY< 
JmdamemL  ^^^"^^orc  days  in  one  year;  but  that  every  such  lease,  8( 
soon  as  it  or  any  part  thereof  shall  come  to  any  possessioi 
or  use  above  forbidden,  or  immediately  upon  such  absence 
shall  cease  and  be  void,  and  the  incumbent  so  offendinj 
shall  for  the  same  lose  one  year's  profit/' 

There  have  been  many  decisions  upon  that  enactment 
It  is  true  that  the  section,  besides  imposing  residence,  pro 
hibits  absence;  but  I  think  that  is  simply  a  n^ative  mod< 
of  imposing  the  residence.  Some  leases  have  been  avoided 
upon  this  statute,  even  at  the  instance  of  the  parson  him- 
self; and  a  decision,  that  an  absence  of  eighty  days  in  i 
year,  where  the  parson  '*  did  upon  all  occasions  resort  tc 
his  parish,  and  perform  divine  service  in  the  church  foui 
days  in  a  week,  and  duly  serve  the  cure  thereof,  thougl 
he  lived  in  another  parish,"  was  not  such  a  non-residence 
as  would  avoid  a  lease  of  his  glebe  and  tithes  made  b} 
him  under  this  statute,  has  been  disapproved  of  (a). 

Let  us  consider  this  will,  and  see  whether  in  fact  per- 
sonal residence  is  not  here  very  strictly  required.  If  i1 
be  not,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  are  no  words  in  the  Eng- 
lish language  that  can  impose  such  a  condition.  First, 
with  respect  to  the  clause,  which  does  not  provide  forfei- 
ture for  non-residence.  That  clause  requires  all  parties, 
whether  infant  or  adult,  to  reside  or  keep  up  an  establish- 
ment, shewing  that  the  two  things  were  different  in  the 
mind  of  the  testator.  Then  the  will  proceeds  to  provide,  bj 
way  of  forfeiture,  that  the  person  entitled,  if  of  full  age, 
is  to  reside  for  six  months,  and  if  any  person  of  full  age 
should  for  five  years  neglect  to  reside  in  the  house  at  Decket 
Hill  for  six  months  in  every  year,  there  is  a  gift  over.  The 
testator  thus  clearly  points  out  the  duty  imposed  upon 

(a)  4  Bac.  Ab.  732 ;  but  see  Gilb.  £q.  Bep.  228. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


547 


a  party  taking  the  estate.  He  limits  the  time  for  residence 
in  the  house  to  six  months  in  every  year,  which  seems  to 
get  rid  of  Lord  Eldons  difficulty  as  to  the  person  being  a 
member  of  Parliament,  there  being  no  definite  period  for 
residing  specified  in  the  case  before  him.  But  it  would 
appear  further,  that  the  person  who  drew  this  will  had 
that  case  of  FiUingham  v.  Bromley  (a)  in  view,  because 
there  is  an  express  provision  here  for  the  party  being  a 
member  of  Parliament,  in  which  case  he  is  excused  by 
residing  in  the  house  three  months,  and  by  occasional  re- 
sidence during  the  sitting  of  Parliament,  and  keeping  up 
an  establishment  there,  which,  it  is  provided,  shall  be  equi- 
valent to  a  six  months  residence.  What  can  that  mean, 
except  the  personal  residence  at  the  house  of  the  party 
in  question  in  the  vacations  or  other  intervals  of  his  par- 
liamentary duty?  The  distinction  is  between  residence, 
and  keeping  up  an  establishment  coupled  with  days  of 
occasional  residence,  which  may  be  taken  into  calculation 
in  making  up  the  three  months  during  the  period  of  his 
being  called  to  attend  at  the  sittings  of  Parliament.  I  am 
of  opinion,  therefore,  if  I  regard  the  object  of  keeping 
the  house  in  good  condition,  or  the  other  necessary  duties 
of  a  landlord,  which  may  reasonably  be  considered  to 
have  been  in  the  testator's  mind,  he  must  have  contem- 
plated (except  in  the  case  of  a  member  of  Parliament,)  a 
personal  residence  at  the  house  for  a  period  of  six  months, 
between  January  in  one  year  and  January  in  the  next 
Then  it  is  said,  that  the  first  clause  throws  consider- 
able light  upon  the  whole  provision.  That  is  a  general 
clause,  without  any  condition  of  forfeiture,  that  every  per- 
son, not  making  any  distinction  as  to  age,  coming  into 
possession  of  the  house  at  Decker  HiU^  '^  do*  reside  or  keep 
up  a  suitable  establishment  e^t  Decker  HiU  aforesaid,  so  as 
to  keep  the  said  house  clean,  neat,  and  well  aired;  and 
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mbo  do  aad  dbaH  keep  ike  ptr6eas  aad  pleame-gnmnds, 
mud  £umbekB£iK  tot&re  sid  kosse,  nest,  and  in  good 
eonditMB.'  tt>  t&re  sus^Ekoob  of  tke  tmsiAes  of  the  will; 
and  in  drfinik  tbe  cra§sees  c«t  of  the  rents  are  to  docnr 
canse  lo  be  dooe  all  «ac&  nsaners  as  shall  be  left  undone 
It  was  arnaL  thas  chts  was  the  ker  to  the  whole  proTiso, 
and  that  the  main  object  of  the  will  was  to  keep  the  place 
ingoodoonditioB;  and  that  the  partr  had  the  option  of  re- 
ading or  keeping  it  np  withoot  readenoe;  and  that  the 
sobeeqnent  ooDditi<«s  were  to  be  read  with  reference  to 
that,  and  as  long  as  one  of  the  ahematiTes  was  folfilled, 
the  whole  limitatian  woold  be  satisfied.  Bat  it  seems  to 
me,  that  there  is  a  wide  distinction  between  that  first 
danse  and  the  snhseqaent  danses  impodng  forfisitnre  for 
abreadiirf'theirproTisions.  First  of  all,  there  is  a  general 
proriso,  that  er&j  one  entitled  to  the  properly,  including 
infants  as  well  as  adnlts,  most  either  reside  or  keep  it  up 
The  second  clause  provides,  "  that  the  sMidBeriak  Bctfidi 
or  his  sons  or  daughters,  or  anj  other  such  person  as  afore- 
said, taking  in  remainder  after  him,  who  shall  for  the 
time  being  come  into  possession  and  beneficial  enjoyment 
of  my  said  mansion  house  at  Dedcer  Hill,  by  virtue  of  or 
under  the  trusts  of  this  my  will,  and  who  shall  be  of  full 
age,  shall  reside''  for  six  months  in  the  year;  and  in  de- 
fault there  is  a  clause  of  penalty  and  forfeiture.  The 
ground  of  the  distinction  is  clear.  The  owner,  if  an  infant* 
might  be  absent  at  school,  or  the  like,  and  then  the  house 
being  kept  in  proper  order  would  answer  every  purpose; 
but  when  he  is  of  full  age,  and  competent  to  perform  the 
duties  of  a  landlord,  then  he  is  required  personally  to  re- 
side at  the  house. 

Observations  were  made  upon  external  circumstances, 
as  tending  to  aid  the  construction.  It  was  said,  that  the 
testator  knew,  at  the  time  of  making  these  limitations, 
that  this  gentleman  had  another  large  property,  upon 
which  it  would  be  more  agreeable  to  him  to  reside,  and 
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that  it  would  be  very  inconvenient  to  him  to  keep  up  the 
two  establishments;  and  that  he  also  knew  that  this  gen- 
tleman had,  at  the  date  of  this  wiU,  extensive  iron  and 
coal  works,  in  which  he  was  engaged,  at  some  distance. 
Some  of  these,  however,  seem  to  be  only  about  five  miles 
distant  from  this  house.  But  I  do  not  think  it  very  mate- 
rial to  enter  into  these  considerations,  because  the  fact  of 
the  testator's  knowing  how  this  gentleman  was  situated,  can- 
not alter  the  effect  of  words,  so  clearly  expressed  as  in  this 
will.  On  the  contrary,  I  should  rather  have  expected,  that, 
if  the  testator  had  any  intention  of  exempting  this  gentle- 
man from  the  performance  of  this  condition,  he  would  have 
taken  care  to  have  used  words  clearly  rendering  it  un- 
necessary for  him  to  be  personally  present  at  Decker  HiU. 
Instead  of  which,  the  whole  will  appears  to  me  to  be  care- 
ftdly  penned,  so  as  to  tie  down  the  devisee,  when  of  full 
age,  to  a  personal  residence  at  this  house  during  a  certain 
period  in  each  year.  Of  course,  therefore,  the  mode  in 
which  he  has  actually  been  living  there  during  the  past 
year,  has  not  complied  with  the  condition,  and,  as  the 
year  has  elapsed,  the  question  is  now  ripe  for  decision. 


Declare,  that,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  will  of  the  testator,  the  personal  residence  of  Beriah 
Botfieldy  or  of  his  sons  or  daughters,  or  any  other  person 
taking  in  remainder  after  him,  who  should  come  into  the 
possession  and  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  mansion  house 
at  Decker  Hill,  by  virtue  of  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and 
should  be  of  full  age,  is  required  at  the  said  mansion  house 
for  the  period  of  six  months,  between  the  1st  of  January 
in  one  year  and  the  1  st  of  January  in  the  ensuing  year, 
during  every  year  of  such  possession,  subject  to  the  pro- 
viso in  the  wiU  contained,  which  refers  to  the  said  Beriah 
Botjield  or  any  other  such  person  as  aforesaid  being  a 
member  of  Parliament  And  it  appearing  by  the  evidence 
that  the  said  Beriah  Botjield  was  not  present  at  Decker 

QQ2 


Minute  of 
Decree, 


i 


560 


1854. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

HiU  duriDg  a  period  of  168  days  between  the  Ist  of  Janu- 
ary, 1852,  and  the  1st  of  January,  1853,  declare,  that  the 
Plaintiffs,  the  trustees  of  the  will,  ought  to  retain  out  oi 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  the  sum  of  lOOOJL,  tc 
be  applied  by  them  at  their  discretion,  in  building,  drain- 
ing, or  other  permanent  improvements  on  the  estatea 

Mr.  Wickens  asked  whether  it  was  necessary  to  spend 
the  night  of  a  day  of  residence  at  the  house. 

The  Vicb-Chancellob  said,  that  he  thought  that  waE 
not  necessary;  but  that,  if  the  owner  were  personally  pre- 
sent at  the  house  for  any  part  of  one  day,  that  would  hi 
a  sufficient  residence  for  that  day. 


ifpeeifie  Pef 
/brmawM — 
LeateholdM — 

NoHee. 


DARLINGTON  v.  HAMILTON. 

John  d Arlington,  the  Plaintiff  in  this  suit,  oi 

the  14th  of  July,  1853,  caused  a  certain  messuage  and  th< 
appurtenances  to  be  put  up  for  sale  by  public  auction  ai 
the  City  Auction  Mart,  pursuant  to  printed  particular! 
for\tMmof      ^^^  conditions  of  sale  previously  advertised  and  pub 

yean  under- 
let for  a  leM 

term,  and  the  nnderiessee  lell  by  anction  the  lesser  term  describing  it  as  a  leoM,  and  one  of  the  gob 
ditions  of  sale  is,  that  the  lessor's  title  shall  not  be  inquired  into;  the  Tendor*s  title  being  good:- 
QiuBre,  whether  the  purchaser  can  refuse  to  complete  because  there  is  a  term  interposed  beti^oen  th 
▼endor's  interest  and  the  freehold.  " 

But,  in  such  a  case,  where  the  property  was  included  in  the  original  lease,  together  with  othe 
hereditaments,  subject  to  general  coTenants,  and  a  power  of  re-entiy  for  breach  of  any  of  them,  an< 
the  purchaser  had  discoTered  these  fiicts  aliunde: — Hdd^XhiX  he  was  entitled  to  refose  to  perfon 
his  contract,  notwithstanding  that  the  original  lease  contained  proyisions  for  the  apportionment  < 
the  rent,  and  of  the  power  of  re-entry. 

It  is  a  formidable  objection  to  the  title  of  a  vendor  of  leasehold  property,  that  he  has  underlet  i 
by  a  lease,  which  does  not  contain  similar  coyenants  to  those  by  which  he  is  bound  to  his  own  lessoi 
for  example,  covenants  to  build,  or  to  paint  at  certain  periods;  for  the  vendor  may  thus  have  put : 
out  of  his  power,  during  the  underlease,  to  perform  covenants  for  the  breach  of  which  the  origini 
lessor  can  re-enter. 

Qiusrtf,  whether  the  doctrine,  that  a  purchaser  of  leaseholds,  or  of  freeholds  subject  to  a  lease,  hi 
notice  of  the  covenanU  in  the  lease,  can  be  extended  to  fix  him  with  notice  of  collsteral  focts  state 
in  such  covenants?  lisuch  fiu:ts  disclose  a  defect  in  the  vendor's  title,  the  Coort  will  not  compel  tfa 
purchaser  to  perform  his  contract,  whether  he  had  notice  or  not 
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liflhed.    The  particulars  of  sale  described  the  property  as 
follows: 

"  The  well-built  House  and  Shop,  eligibly  situate  on  the 
Crown  Estate,  and  being  33  Upper  AJbany-street,  Regent's 
Parky  comprises,"  stating  the  rooms  on  each  floor. 

"  Let  to  Mrs.  Lucy  PhtUips  on  lease  for 

14  years,  at  per  annum  .     56    0    0 

"Held  by  lease  for  a  term  of  95f  years, 
from  29th  September,  1829,  at  a  ground 
reM<  of  per  annum  .     16    0    0 

£W    0    0" 
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And  the  5th  condition  of  sale  was  as  follows: — 

"  That,  within  four  days  from  the  day  of  the  sale,  the 
vendor  shall,  at  his  own  expense,  deliver  to  the  purchaser 
an  abstract  of  his  title,  commencing  with  an  indenture  of 
the  13th  day  of  January,  1830,  being  the  lease  by  which 
the  premises  were  granted  to  him.  The  purchaser  shall 
not  require  proof  or  production  of  the  lessor's  title,  or  any 
title  prior  to  such  lease ;  and  if  he  insist  on  any  evidence 
in  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  premises,  or  that  the  cove- 
nants in  the  lease,  or  any  of  them,  have  been  duly  per- 
formed, the  same  must  be  had  at  his  own  expense." 

The  abstract  was  duly  delivered.  It  stated,  first,  a  lease 
of  the  premises  in  question,  by  deed,  dated  thje  13th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1830,  and  made  between  George  Mallam  of  the  one 
part,  and  the  Plaintiff  of  the  other  part,  for  the  term  of 
ninety-five  and  three  quarter  years  from  the  29th  day  of 
September  then  last,  at  the  rent  of  16Z.,  payable  quarterly; 
and  it  stated  the  effect  of  the  covenants ;  and  that  among 
the  rest  there  was  a  covenant  in  the  lease  "  to  paint  twice 
over,  in  good  and  proper  oil  colours,  all  the  outside  wood 
and  iron  work,  and  recolour  and  repaint  in  imitation  Bath 
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Btone  all  the  outside  stucco  work,  and  dean  ike  oatsMc 
stone  work  of  the  said  messuage  and  buildings  in  AugusI 
then  next,  and  in  August  in  every  succeeding  fourth  year, 
and  not  at  any  other  time  (except  only  so  far  as  mi^t  be 
necessary  towards  re-instating  the  premises  in  the  evenl 
of  fire).  To  paint  in  manner  aforesaid  the  inside  work  ol 
the  messuage  and  buildings  in  the  year  1888,  and  in  every 
succeeding  eighth  year;  and  that  all  such  outside  painting 
should  be  done  of  such  colour  and  in  such  manner  as  the 
said  George  MaUam^  his  executors  &c,  and  the  Commis- 
sioners of  His  Majesty's  Woods  and  Forests,  and  the  Snr 
veyor-General  of  His  Majesty's  Land  Revenues  for  the 
time  being  should  direct"  And  a  covenant  by  the  said 
Oeorge  MaUaniy  for  himself,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors,  and  assigns,  for  quiet  enjoyment  by  the  said  Jokn 
Darlington  ''without  let  or  hindrance  from  the  said 
Oeorge  MaUam^  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns 
or  any  person  claiming  under  him  or  them,  or  in  con 
sequence  of  the  non-payment  of  any  rent  reserved,  <» 
non-performance  of  any  of  the  covenants  on  the  part  ol 
the  lessee,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  con- 
tained in  a  certain  indenture  dated  the  loth  day  of  May 
1827,  made  between  the  King's  most  excellent  Majestj 
of  the  first  part,  the  Right  Hon.  Charles  Arbuihnot,  Wil 
liam  Dacres  Adams,  and  Henry  Dawkins,  Esquires,  Com 
missioners  of  His  Majesty's  Woods  and  Forests  and  Land 
Revenues  of  the  second  part;  John  Hili  of  the  third  part 
and  the  said  Plaintiff  of  the  fourth  part;  whereby  the  pre 
mises  {among  other  hereditaments)  were  demised  to  the  side 
Plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,,^  c 
longer  term  than  was  thereby  granted,  and  which  last-men 
tioned  indenture  and  the  premises  thereby  demised  wen 
by  indenture  of  assignment  (indorsed  on  the  said  inden 
turc  of  lease)  dated  the  2l8t  day  of  April,  1827,  and  mad< 
between  the  Plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  Oeorgy 
MaUam  of  the  other  part,  assigned  to  the  said  Oeorg\ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


553 


MdUanfiy  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  all 
the  residue  of  the  term  granted  by  the  said  indenture  of 
lease,"  and  there  was  also  a  covenant  by  Oeorge  Mallam 
to  produce  the  said  lease  of  the  15th  of  May,  1827. 

The  abstract  next  stated  an  indenture  of  lease,  dated 
the  31st  of  January,  1853,  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
Lucy  Phillips,  spinster,  whereby  the  Plaintiff  demised  the 
premises  to  Litcy  Phillips  for  fourteen  years  from  Decem- 
ber the  25th,  1852,  subject  to  the  rent  and  covenants 
therein  contained.  Among  these  covenants  there  was  no 
covenant  to  paint  similar  to  that  in  the  Plaintiff's  own 
lease,  nor  did  the  underlease  contain  any  notice  of  that 
lease,  but  there  was  a  covenant  thus  stated  in  the  ab- 
stract: ''To  repair  the  inside  of  the  premises  with  all 
manner  of  needful  and  necessary  reparations,  the  same 
being  first  put  into  good  and  tenantable  repair  by  the 
said  J.  Darlington,  his  executors,  &c.,  and  the  same  in 
such  state  of  repair  to  peaceably  leave  and  surrender 
on  the  determination  of  the  term.  That  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  said  J,  Darlingtony  his  executors  &a,  and 
for  the  superior  landlord  for  the  time  being,  or  any  of 
their  stewards  or  agents,  with  or  without  workmen,  twice 
or  oftener  in  every  year,  at  all  seasonable  times,  to  en- 
ter upon  the  premises,  to  view  the  state  and  condition 
of  repairs,  and  if  want  of  reparation  should  be  found  in 
the  inside  of  the  said  messuage,  to  give  notice  in  writing 
at  or  upon  the  said  premises  for  the  said  Lucy  Philiips  to 
repair  and  amend  within  three  months;  and  the  said  Lucy 
PhUlips,  for  herself,  her  executors  &c.,  covenanted  to  re- 
pair and  amend  the  same  accordingly."  And  there  was 
also  a  covenant  by  the  Plaintiff  to  paint  all  the  outside 
woodwork  and  ironwork  in  every  fourth  year  twice,  with 
good  and  proper  oil  colours. 


1854 
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The  Defendant  made  objections  to  the  title,  on  the 
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grounds  that  the  premises  were  held  under  an  underlease; 
and  that  other  premises,  besides  the  house  in  question  were 
comprised  in  the  original  lease;  and  that  these  facts  were 
not  disclosed  by  the  particulars  or  conditions  of  sale;  and 
that  the  lease  to  Zticy  PhiUips  contained  no  covenant  on 
her  part  to  paint  the  inside  of  the  premises,  so  as  to  cor- 
respond with  the  like  covenant  contained  in  the  lease  to 
the  Plaintiff;  and  that  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Lucy 
Phillips  contained  a  covenant  by  the  Plaintiff  to  paint  the 
outside  of  the  premises  at  times  which  would  not  corre- 
spond with  the  times  at  which  such  painting  was  required 
under  the  lease  to  him. 


Upon  the  Defendant  refusing  to  complete  his  contract, 
the  vendor  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against  him  to  enforce 
specific  performance;  and  the  bill  stated,  among  other 
things,  the  original  lease  of  the  premises  firom  the  Crown, 
dated  the  15th  of  May,  1827,  whereby  it  appeared  that 
these  premises  were  demised,  together  with  three  other 
pieces  of  ground,  to  the  Plaintiff,  his  executors^  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years, 
from  the  5th  day  of  July,  1826,  at  a  rent  of  a  peppercorn 
for  the  first  two  years  of  such  term,  and  for  the  residue  of 
such  term  at  separate  and  distinct  rents  for  each  of  the 
pieces  of  ground  thereby  demised,  the  annual  rent  of  the 
said  premises  being  i2Z.;  and  also,  byway  of  additional 
rent,  such  sum  as  the  lessor  might  expend  in  insuring  the 
said  premises  from  time  to  time;  and  that  such  lease 
contained  a  proviso  that  no  one  of  the  pieces  of  ground, 
with  its  appurtenances,  should  at  any  time  be  liable  to 
any  further  or  other  annual  rent  than  the  separate  and 
distinct  rent  thereinbefore  reserved  in  respect  thereof, 
wholly  independent  of  either  of  the  other  yearly  rents  re- 
served in  respect  of  the  other  premises  thereby  demised; 
and  that  all  and  every  such  sums  and  sum  of  money  as 
should  become  due  by  virtue  of  the  reservation  for  insur- 
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ance  as  aforesaid,  should  be  charged  only  upon  the  parti- 
cular piece  of  ground,  with  its  appurtenances,  in  respect 
whereof  the  same  should  become  due,  and  not  upon  the 
other  or  any  other  of  the  said  pieces,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, respectively  thereby  demised.  And  the  lease  con- 
titined  general  covenants  affecting  the  whole  premises;  but 
in  the  proviso  for  re-entry  for  non-payment  of  rent,  or  non- 
performance of  covenants  in  the  said  lease,  it  was  declared 
'<  that  the  non-payment  of  rent,  or  the  breach  or  non-per- 
formance of  any  covenant  with  respect  to  any  one  or  more 
and  not  the  whole  of  the  said  four  several  pieces  of  ground, 
with  the  appurtenances  respectively,  shall  not  authorise 
any  re-entry  into  or  upon  any  other  of  the  said  several  pieces 
of  ground,  with  the  appurtenances  respectively,  in  respect 
whereof  the  rent  shall  not  be  in  arrear,  and  there  shall 
not  have  been  any  such  breach  or  non-performance  of 
covenant" 


1854. 


Siatemeni. 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Orenaide  for  the  Plaintiff,  con- 
tended, that  the  purchaser  must  be  considered  to  have  had 
notice  of  the  statements  in  the  underlease  to  the  vendor, 
which  disclosed  the  existence  of  the  original  lease,  upon  the 
doctrine  laid  down  in  Pope  v.  Oarland  (a),  which  decided 
that  a  purchaser  of  leasehold  property  must  in  such  case 
be  taken  to  have  notice  of  the  amount  of  the  ground- 
rent  and  the  terms  of  some  special  covenants;  and  recog- 
nised in  Van  v.  Corpe(b),  where  a  person,  having  agreed 
to  take  a  lease  of  a  house  from  the  original  lessees, 
it  was  considered  immaterial  whether  he  had  or  had  not 
notice  of  the  nature  of  the  tenure  of  his  lessors,  as  the 
agreement  amounted  to  a  representation  that  they  had 
power  to  make  the  intended  lease;  and  HaU  v.  Smith  (c), 
where  a  purchaser  was  compelled  to  perform  his  contract 
to  purchase  a  manor  and  house,  which  were  described  as 


ArgwmenL 


(a)  4  Y.  &  C.  Exch.  394.    (6)  3  My.  &  K  269.    (c)  14  Yes.  426. 
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subject  to  a  lease  by  the  yendor  to  a  tbiid  penon,  althoo^ 
he  objected  to  some  of  the  covenants  in  ihe  lease;  for,  as 
Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  B.,  said  in  his  judgment^  it  irms  the  busi- 
ness of  the  purchaser  to  look  at  the  lease;  and  ''if  the 
party  has  notice  that  the  estate  is  in  lease,  he  has  notice 
of  every  thing  contained  in  the  lease:  if,  for  instance^ 
there  is  a  covenant  to  renew,  the  purchaser  cannot  object 
that  he  had  no  notice  of  that  particular  covenant'^  And 
in  Waiter  v.  Maunde{a)y  where  leaseholds  were  sold,  which 
were  stated  to  be  held  with  others  under  one  lease  reserv- 
ing rent,  the  purchaser  was  held  to  have  constructive  no- 
tice of  a  power  of  re-entry  on  the  whole  premises  contain- 
ed in  the  lease.  [ViOB-CHANOSLLoa. — ^Is  that  doctrine  of 
notice  extended  to  collateral  facts  stated  in  the  lease? 
Warren  v.  Richardaon  Qi)  decided,  that^  whatever  no- 
tice he  may  have,  the  Court  will  not  compel  a  purchaser 
to  take  a  bad  title.]  There  could  be  no  objection  here 
made  to  the  title  on  the  ground  of  this  property  being  in- 
cluded in  a  previous  lease  with  other  property,  because 
the  rent  and  power  of  re-entry  for  breach  of  the  covenants 
were  apportioned.  [Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  referred  to  Maddey 
Y.  Booth  (c).]  [Vice-Chancelloe. — ^That  was  a  misdescrip- 
tion of  the  term  to  be  sold,  which  was  in  fact  nine  days' 
shorter  than  it  was  stated  to  be.  The  only  apparent  mis- 
description here  is,  that  the  premises  were  held  *'ai  a 
ground  rent/*]  [Mr.  RoU. — But  "  it  is  of  great  importance 
to  a  purchaser  not  to  have  any  third  person  stand  between 
him  and  the  owner  of  the  inheritance:"  Sugd.  Vend.  & 
Pur.  p.  341.  Purchasing  by  this  description,  he  had  a 
right  to  suppose  that  he  was  buying  a  lease  made  by  the 
owner  of  the  freehold.]  It  is  then  objected,  that  the  cove- 
nants in  the  underlease  to  Lucy  Phillips  do  not  correspond 
with  those  in  the  lease  to  the  vendor;  but  the  purchaser 
must  be  taken  to  have  had  notice  of  that  too,  for  he  knew 


(a)  IJ.  &  W.  181.        (6)  Younge,  1.        (c)  2  De  G.  &  a  7ia 
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of  the  underlease,  and  he  should  have  looked  into  it  and 
compared  the  covenants  with  those  in  the  lease  which  he 
was  buying.  But  there  is  no  real  objection  on  this  ac- 
count, for  the  obligation  to  paint  is  provided  for  substan- 
tially in  the  covenant  to  repair  contained  in  the  lease  to 
Lucy  Phillips. 
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Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Sekuyn,  for  the  Defendant^  were 
not  heard. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  think  that  I  cannot  force  this  title  upon  the  pur- 
chaser. The  point,  in  some  respects,  is  new.  If  MaUam, 
the  party  who  leased  this  property  to  Darlingtoriy  had  been 
simply  a  lessee  of  this  one  house  by  itself,  and  had  then 
granted  an  underlease  to  Darlington,  and  Darlinfftonhad 
put  that  up  for  sale  by  a  correct  description,  purporting 
to  sell  the  interest  which  he  had,  and  none  other,  it  would 
be  difficult  for  a  purchaser,  not  being  able  to  shew  any 
defect  in  such  a  title,  to  resist  performance  of  the  contract, 
simply  upon  the  ground  of  there  being  another  lease  for 
years  interposed  between  him  and  the  freehold.  I  know 
of  no  case  which  has  gone  further  than  Jfocfefey  v.  Booth  (a), 
which  decided,  that,  when  a  purchaser  had  contracted  to 
buy  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  he  had  a  right  to  insist 
upon  having  the  very  thing  which  he  contracted  to  buy, 
and  the  vendor  must  shew,  if  he  could,  that  the  want  of 
a  few  days  of  that  term  was  too  trivial  a  difference  to  be 
a  ground  for  resisting  a  suit  for  specific  performance. 


Judgment, 


In  this  case,  the  vendor  is  selling  an  estate  which  is 
included  in  a  former  lease  with  other  property,  and  this 


(a)  2  De  O.  &  S.  718. 
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fact  was  not  stated  in  the  particulars  of  sale.  Upon  the 
point  of  notice  I  have  no  doubt  It  is  quite  clear,  accord- 
ing to  the  doctrine  referred  to  and  confirmed  in  Warren  y. 
Richardson  (a)  and  Shepherd  v.  Keailey(Jk)y  that,  whatever 
Judgment,  may  \yQ  the  t^rms  of  the  condition  of  sale,  if  the  purchaser 
obtain  information  aliunde  that  the  title  of  the  vendor  is 
not  clear  and  distinct,  he  has  a  right  to  insist  upon  the 
objection. 

It  has  never  been  decided,  and  I  do  not  mean  now 
to  touch  that  question,  that,  if  a  person,  having  a  clear 
title  as  lessee  for  eighty  years,  makes  another  lease  for  six- 
ty years,  and  then  the  underlessee  sells  by  auction  the  un- 
derlease for  sixty  years  simply,  describing  it  as  a  lease,  and 
subject  to  a  condition  of  sale,  that  the  lessor's  title  is  not 
to  be  inquired  into,  and  the  lessor's  title  is  perfectly 
good,  but  is  not  a  freehold,  but  only  a  term  of  years,  this 
alone  would  be  a  reason  for  resisting  specific  performance. 
But  here  the  title  of  the  lessor  is  not  plain  and  simple, 
but  is  so  much  embarrassed  that  I  cannot  force  this  pro- 
perty upon  the  purchaser.  The  lessor's  title  is  involved 
with  the  title  to  other  property.  That  objection  has  been 
attempted  to  be  got  rid  of;  but  I  do  not  think  that  it  has 
been  done  so  effectually  as  to  prevent  all  danger  of  the 
vendor  being  ousted,  at  some  time  or  other,  on  account  of 
some  breach  of  covenant  in  respect  of  the  other  property 
with  which  this  is  so  connected.  The  facts  should  have 
been  stated  in  the  particulars,  and  expressly  provided  for 
by  the  conditions  of  sale,  to  enable  the  Court  to  enforce 
this  contract 

I  am  not  clear,  that  some  weight  ought  not  to  be  at- 
tached to  the  other  objection  as  to  the  covenant  to  paint 
If  a  lessee  had  covenanted,  in  the  first  four  years  of  his 


(a)  Younge,  1. 


(6)  1  C,  M.  &  R  117. 
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lease,  to  erect  a  substantial  building  on  the  land,  and  then 
made  an  underlease  without  having  performed  that  cove- 
nant, and  without  taking  a  similar  covenant  from  the 
underlessee,  or  reserving  a  power  of  re-entry  on  breach 
of  such  a  covenant,  that  would  be  a  most  formidable  ob- 
jection to  the  title  of  the  lessee,  for  he  would  have  put  it 
out  of  his  power,  except  with  the  consent  of  a  person  not 
bound  to  consent,  to  perform  his  covenant  with  the  ori- 
ginal lessor.  In  this  case  the  Crown  has  power,  if  this 
house  is  not  painted  inside  every  eight  years,  to  re-enter 
for  breach  of  this  covenant.  The  original  lessee  has  no 
power  to  turn  out  the  underlessee  for  the  purpose  of 
painting;  he  has  a  right  to  inspect  the  condition  of  the 
repairs,  and  the  underlessee  is  bound  to  effect  the  neces- 
sary repairs  and  amendments;  but  I  do  not  think  that 
those  words  would  include  the  obligation  to  paint,  as  in 
the  original  lessee's  covenant. 


1854. 


Darlington 
Hamilton. 
Judgment 


But  I  decide  this  case,  upon  the  higher  ground  of  the 
description  of  the  property  as  a  lease  without  any  inform- 
ation of  the  title  of  the  lessor,  and  an  objection  to  that 
title  having  been  discovered  by  the  purchaser,  which,  I 
think,  is  material. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


See  Hume  v.  Bmtley,  5  De  G.  &  S.  520. 
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Ma^M^  CHILD  V.  DOTJGLA& 

^  T>  •  . 

if^metum—      XjY  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  in  1836,  cer- 

—  OwSoirft—  ^^  iMi^  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Bradfordy  in  Tarkdiirey 
jJjfJI^T  stood  limited  to  such  uses  as  the  Rev.  Oodfrey  Wright  and 
wtyo/EttaiB-'  Oharles  Swaine  Wright  should  jointly  appoint;  and  in  de- 
BianksinDeed  fault  thereof,  subject  to  an  annuity  during  the  joint  lives 

— PUadings. 

Land  haTing  been  laid  oat  for  building,  and  itreeta  projected  boom  it,  the  Defendant  bought  one 
plot  with  a  right  of  way  over  the  projected  streets,  the  vendors  reserring  a  similar  priTilege  oyer  the 
street  in  front  of  the  plot  sold;  and  Uie  Defendant  covenanted  with  the  vendiVB,  Uiat  he  would  not 
erect  any  building  on  the  said  plot  within  the  distance  of  six  feet  from  the  intended  atreeta : — Hddj 
that  the  erection  of  a  wall  fifteen  feet  high,  at  right  angles  to  the  principal  street,  and  extending 
quite  up  to  it,  was  an  infringement  of  this  covenant;  but,  that  it  was  not  broken  bj  the  projection 
a  few  inches  too  &r  of  the  lower  part  of  the  wall  of  a  house,  nor  by  a  brick  porch  which  came  for- 
ward one  foot  within  the  limit 

Hddy  also,  that  a  subsequent  purchaser  of  a  neighbouring  portion  of  the  land  might  obtain  an  in- 
junction against  the  first  purchaser,  to  restrain  him  from  infringing  his  covenant;  and  this,  whether 
the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  defendant's  covenant  or  not, 
as  the  plaintiff  must  be  taken  to  have  bought  all  the  rights  connected  with  his  portion  of  the  land, 
especially  if  he  has  bound  himself  by  a  similar  covenant. 

It  is  no  objection,  in  such  a  case,  that  the  vendor  has  not  entered  into  reciprocal  corenants  with 
the  purchaser,  such  as,  to  subject  the  purchasers  of  the  remaining  land  to  like  obligations  zeqMcting 
their  plots;  for  the  conveyance  of  the  land  was  a  sufficient  reciprocal  advantage  to  support  the  cove- 
nant 

Nor  does  it  matter  that  the  Plaintiff  or  Defendant,  or  both,  are  assigns  of  the  original  partiei  to 
the  covenant  sought  to  be  enforced,  for  the  covenantee  must  be  taken  to  have  assigned  the  benefit 
of  the  covenant  with  each  portion  of  the  remaining  land,  and  the  assign  of  the  covenantor  is  bound 
in  equity  if  he  had  notice  of  the  covenant 

The  equity  is  the  same,  where  the  vendors  of  a  plot  of  land  to  the  first  purchaser  conveyed  to  him 
by  the  exercise  of  a  general  power  of  appointment  under  a  settiement,  and  the  person  seeking  to 
restrain  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  is  one  of  the  persons  entitled  to  the  rest  of  the  land  under  the  limit- 
ations in  the  settiement  in  de&ult  of  appointment,  or  is  the  assign  of  either  of  such  persons,  or  an 
appointee  under  a  power  of  sale  and  exchange  contained  in  the  settiement  by  way  of  proviso,  in  the 
usual  form,  and  whether  he  is  such  an  assign  or  appointee  of  the  whole  or  of  part  only  of  the  re- 
maining land. 

The  original  vendors,  or  their  assigns,  not  having  taken  proceedings  against  the  first  purchaser, 
who  had  built  upon  his  land  in  such  manner  that  it  was  very  doubtful  whetiier  or  not  he  had  thereby 
broken  his  covenant: — Hddf  that  this  was  not  such  an  acquiescence  as  would  prejudice  their  right 
to  restrain  a  breach  of  the  covenant 

The  distance  from  the  road  within  which  building  was  prohibited  being  left  in  blank  in  the  cove- 
nant in  the  deed,  but  being  expressed  in  the  previous  written  contract,  and  it  being  proved  that  the 
blank  had  been  left  by  the  direction  of  the  clerk  of  the  vendors*  solicitor,  not  their  authorised  agent, 
and  that  there  was  no  intention  to  depart  in  the  deed  from  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the  clerk 
having  declined  to  give  evidence  concerning  the  matter: — Heid^  tiiat  relief  might  be  given  as  though 
the  covenant  in  the  deed  had  been  perfect  and  in  accordance  with  the  contract;  but, 

Htid^  that  the  defect  must  be  confessed  and  avoided  in  the  bill,  and  that  no  relief  could  be  given 
where  the  bill  stated  the  covenant  as  though  it  contained  no  blank,  and  the  real  facts  only  appeared 
upon  the  affidavits. 
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of  them  both,  and  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years  for  securing 
the  same,  to  the  use  of  the  Rev.  Godfrey  Wright  for  life; 
with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remain- 
ders, with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Charles  Swaine  Wright 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  Charles  Swaine  Wright  in  tail,  with  divers  re- 
mainders over ;  and  by  the  latter  indenture  a  power  of  sale 
and  exchange  over  all  the  settled  property  was  given,  by  a 
proviso  in  the  usual  form,  to  a  trustee,  to  be  exercised  at  the 
joint  request  of  the  said  OodfreyWright  and  Charles  Swaine 
*Wright,  or  at  the  request  of  the  survivor  of  them. 
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The  Rev.  Oodfrey  Wright  and  Charles  Swaine  Wright 
laid  out  this  land  for  building  purposes,  and  projected  two 
parallel  roads  across  it,  one  of  which  was  afterwards  called . 
Houghtan-pUicey  and  also  a  third  road  connecting  the  two 
former,  and  called  the  Back-road. 

In  1845,  James  Douglas,  the  Defendant  in  this  suit,  en- 
tered into  a  contract  with  the  Rev.  Oodfrey  Wright  and 
Charles  Swaine  Wright  for  the  purchase  of  a  portion  of  the 
land  included  in  the  settlement.  The  land  so  contracted 
to  be  purchased  abutted  to  the  north  upon  the  said  back 
road,  then  intended  and  since  constructed,  to  the  east  up- 
on the  street  since  called  Houghton-place,  to  the  west  upon 
the  other  street  parallel  thereto,  and  to  the  south  upon 
other  land,  which  the  Defendant  had  previously  purchased 
from  another  person.  The  purchase  was  completed  in  the 
year  1846,  by  an  appointment  by  the  said  Oodfrey  Wright 
and  Charles  Swaine  Wright  under  their  joint  power  to  the 
Defendant,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  of  this  plot  of  land,  with 
the  appurtenances,  together  with  a  right  of  way  over  the 
projected  roads,  reserving  to  the  appointors  a  right  of  way 
over  the  road  in  front  of  the  plot  so  sold.  The  Defendant 
built  a  dwelling-house  and  surgery  for  his  own  use  upon 
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StaimenL 


this  land  and  upon  the  adjoining  land  which  he  had  pm 
chased^  and  this  building  was  erected,  northwards,  close  uj 
to  the  back-road;  but  a  space  of  nine  feet  seven  inche 
was  left  between  the  east  side  of  it  and  the  street  callei 
HougJUon-place,  on  which  no  building  was  erected  excep 
a  wall  about  five  feet  high,  which  was  built  close  up  in 
the  back  road,  and  extended  in  a  line  with  the  back  wal 
of  the  house  eastwards  for  a  distance  of  nine  feet  sevei 
inches,  that  is,  just  up  to  Houghtow-place,  In  the  contrac 
entered  into  by  the  Defendant  with  the  said  Oodfrey 
Wright  and  Charles  Swaine  Wright,  which  was  a  printec 
form,  there  was  a  stipulation  that  the  Defendant  shoulc 
not  erect  any  buildings  within  six  feet  from  the  street 
on  the  east  and  west  of  the  plot  so  purchased  by  him 
and  in  the  conveyance  of  the  land  to  him  the  Defendant 
entered  into  a  covenant,  "  that  he  the  said  James  Doug 
las,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  not  nor  will  erect  on  th< 
said  plot  of  land  any  buildings  within  the  distance  a 
from  the  said  intended  streets,^'  meaninj 
Eoughton-place  and  the  other  street  parallel  to  it. 


It  appeared  that  in  the  draft  of  this  deed,  prepared  b] 
the  purchaser,  the  blank  was  filled  up  with  the  wordi 
"  six  feet;"  but  these  words  were  struck  out  by  a  clerk  o; 
the  vendor's  solicitor,  and  no  explanation  was  given  o: 
the  object  of  the  erasure,  or  of  the  covenant  being  left  iz 
blank. 


In  1853,  the  Plaintifi*  John  Child  purchased  from  thi 
said  Godfrey  Wright  (who  had  survived  Charles  Swaim 
Wright)  and  from  John  Hamerton,  the  trustee  of  the  powei 
of  sale  in  the  said  settlement,  another  portion  of  the  lane 
therein  comprised,  which  was  only  divided  from  the  bacl 
of  the  house  built  by  the  Defendant  on  the  land  sold  tc 
him  by  the  said  back  road,  and  abutted  to  the  east  upoE 
Eoughton-place.    This  plot  was  conveyed  to  the  Plainti£ 
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by  the  said  John  Hamerton,  with  the  concmrence  of  the 
said  0.  Wright  in  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  and  ex- 
change in  the  said  settlement;  and  in  the  deed  of  convey- 
ance was  contained  a  covenant  by  the  Plaintiff  with  the 
said  Oodfrey  Wright  not  to  erect  any  building  of  any  de- 
scription upon  the  land  purchased,  within  the  distance  of 
six  feet  from  the  causeway  or  footpath  in  Hougkton-place. 

Upon  the  negotiation  of  the  Plaintiff's  purchase  his 
agent  inquired  from  the  agent  o{  Oodfrey  Wright  upon 
what  conditions  the  land  was  to  be  sold,  and  was  inform- 
ed that  the  purchasers  would  not  be  allowed  to  build 
nearer  than  six  feet  to  Houghton-place;  and  a  plan  of  the 
land  was  shewn  to  him,  on  which  a  line  was  drawn  on 
either  side  of  Houghton-place^  which  was  marked  as  the 
building  line,  and  indicated  that  the  buildings  were  to  be 
six  feet  distant  from  the  causeway  of  that  street 

Upon  the  land  so  purchased  the  Plaintiff  built  a  dwell- 
ing house,  one  side  of  which  was  close  to  the  Back-roadf 
and  the  front  towards  Hotighton-pldce,  but  at  a  distance  of 
six  feet  from  the  causeway. 

No  complaint  was  made  of  the  wall  five  feet  high  which 
had  been  built  up  to  Houghton-place  by  the  Defendant ;  but 
in  the  present  year  he  began  to  raise  this  wall,  and  had 
built  it  two  feet  higher,  intending  to  carry  it  to  the  height 
of  fifteen  feet,  and  threatening,  if  any  objection  were 
made,  to  raise  it  to  the  height  of  his  house. 
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The  Plaintiff  objected  to  this,  and,  after  some  corre- 
spondence between  their  solicitors,  the  present  bill  was 
filed,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendant  and  his 
servants,  agents,  and  workmen,  from  proceeding  with  the 
building  of  the  said  wall  from  the  north-east  corner  of  his 
said  dwelling-house,  within  the  distance  of  six  feet  from 

VOL.  I.  R  R  B.  K.  w. 
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1854.  Houghton-flacej  and  from  allowing  the  wall  already  erected 
on  the  plot  of  land  of  the  Defendant,  within  the  said  dis- 
tance, to  continue  thereon,  and  from  erecting  any  other 
building  upon  the  said  plot  of  land  within  the  said  dis- 
tance. 

The  Plaintiff  had  obtained  an  interim  injunction  ex 
parte,  and  now  moved  with  notice  for  an  injunction  in  the 
terms  of  the  prayer. 

It  was  in  evidence  that  the  basement  of  the  Plaintiff's 
own  house  projected  two  inches  and  a-half  within  the  dis- 
tance of  six  feet  from  Hoygkton-place,  and  he  had  built  a 
porch  which  projected  ten  inches  further. 

The  Defendant's  covenant  was  stated  in  the  bill  as  a 
perfect  covenant  not  to  build  within  "six  feet"  of  the 
streets.  The  facts  concerning  the  blank  in  the  covenant 
appeared  from  the  affidavits  only. 


Ar^meru.  Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Mackeson  for  the  Plaintiff. — A 
general  plan  having  been  laid  out  for  building  upon  this 
land,  and  the  Defendant  having  entered  into  this  agreement 
in  pursuance  of  that  general  plan,  the  Plaintiff,  having  sub- 
sequently bought  part  of  the  rest  of  the  land  upon  the 
faith  of  it,  is  entitled  to  restrain  any  breach  of  this  cove- 
nant by  the  Defendant.  The  blank  in  the  deed  is  of  no 
importance,  as  the  contract  in  pursuance  of  which  that 
deed  was  made  is  perfect:  Coles  v.  Sims  (a), 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Amphiett  contra. — [Vice- 
Chancellor. — I  will  not  trouble  you  as  to  the  mandatory 
part  of  the  injunction.]   If  the  original  vendors  were  Plain- 

(a)  Supra,  p.  66. 
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tiffs,  they  could  not  sustain  this  application,  because  the 
covenant  in  the  deed  by  reason  of  the  blank  is  entirely 
vague,  and  the  contract  was  altogether  superseded  by  this 
deed,  and  cannot  now  be  regarded:  Squire  v.  CampbeU(a)y 
Patching  v.  Dvhbins  (6).  The  deed  cannot  be  rectified  in 
this  suit :  Lord  Imham  v.  Child(c),  Then,  secondly,  there  is 
no  privity  of  any  kind  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant; 
for  the  Plaintiff  takes  under  the  joint  power  of  appoint- 
ment, and  the  Defendant  claims  under  the  power  of  sale 
in  the  trustee ;  and  this  trustee,  and  all  other  persons  claim- 
ing under  the  settlement,  subject  to  the  first  power  of  ap- 
pointment, are  utter  strangers  to  an  agreement  made 
with  the  donees  of  the  first  power,  who  have  given  to  the 
Defendant  a  title  paramount  to  the  Plaintiff  or  his  vendors. 
It  is  like  the  case  of  one  of  two  joint  tenants  making  a 
lease  for  years,  and  reserving  rent,  and  dying.  The  sur- 
vivor has  there  no  title  to  the  rent,  because  he  claims  by 
title  paramount  (d).  Moreover,  it  does  not  appear  what 
land  was  intended  to  have  the  benefit  of  this  covenant,  for 
that  is  not  definitely  shown  by  either  the  contract  or  the 
deed.  And  the  vendors  in  this  case  have  entered  into  no 
reciprocal  covenants  as  in  WhcUmdn  v.  GUbson  (e),  where 
the  relief  now  sought  was  granted.  But  supposing  these 
objections  removed,  the  Plaintiff  can  claim  no  benefit  from 
this  covenant,  for  at  best  he  is  an  assign  of  those  entitled 
to  the  land  in  default  of  appointment,  and  there  is  no  sort 
of  privity  between  the  different  assigns  of  different  por- 
tions of  this  land ;  but  the  vendors  might  release  any  of 
them  from  his  covenant.  In  Roper  v.  Williams  (/),  Lord 
Eldon,  says,  "  The  landlord  in  such  cases  is  stipulating,  not 
only  for  his  own  benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 


1864. 


Aryument, 


(a)  1  My.  &  Cr.  469. 
(6)  Supra,  p.  13. 
(c)  1  B.  C.  C.  92. 


(d)  Co.  Litt.  186.  a. 
(«)  9  Sim.  19a 
(/)  T.  &  R.  18. 
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Argmment. 


tenants  in  that  neighbourhood.  If,  therefoie,  the  landloi 
in  some  particular  instances  lets  loose  some  of  his  tenant 
he  cannot  come  into  equity  to  restrain  others  from  ii 
fringing  the  covenant  to  whom  he  has  not  given  such  a  1 
cense.""  Further,  it  is  a  doubtful  question  of  law  wheth< 
what  has  been  done  is  or  not  a  breach  of  the  coTenant,  an 
therefore  this  Court  will  not  interfere  by  injunction.  An 
lastly,  the  Plaintiff  and  his  vendors,  by  allowing  the  Defei 
dant  to  raise  this  wall  to  the  height  of  five  feet  withov 
objection,  and  the  Plaintiff  by  building  his  own  house  i 
some  respects  contrary  to  his  own  similar  covenant,  hav 
precluded  themselves  from  obtaining  the  relief  now  soughi 

The  Vice-Chahcellob. — I  do  not  think  that  there  ha 
been  such  an  acquiescence  as  to  prevent  the  Plaintiff  noi 
applying  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  the  wall  being  cai 
ried  to  the  height  that  is  proposed. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 

The  Vice-Chancellob  reserved  his  judgment 


May  6th.      Vicb-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

Judgmeru.  This  was  a  motion  to  restrain  the  Defendant  from  erect 
ing  any  building  contrary  to  his  covenant  in  his  purchas 
deed.  I  will  first  consider  the  question  as  though  the  co 
venant  actually  existed  in  the  form  in  which  it  is  pleaded 
Assuming  it  to  be  as  stated  in  the  bill,  there  would  be  i 
plain  and  distinct  covenant  by  the  Defendant  with  th 
WrightSy  who  had  a  general  power  of  appointment  ove 
the  property  under  a  settlement,  and  had  appointed  par 
to  him  in  fee  simple,  to  the  effect,  that  he  would  not  erec 
any  building  on  the  land  so  appointed  within  the  distanc 
of  six  feet  from  the  road  called  Honghton-place, 
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The  first  question  would  then  be  upon  the  construction 
of  the  covenant,  and  I  should  have  no  doubt  that  a  cove* 
nant  of  that  kind  would  preclude  the  erection  of  the  whole 
extent  of  the  wall  which  the  Defendant  is  building  to  the 
height  of  fifteen  feet  Whether,  considering  the  way  in 
which  the  Court  regards  cases  of  this  kind,  the  covenant 
would  extend  to  prevent  the  erection  of  such  a  wall  five 
feet  high  may  be  doubtful.  I  do  not  think  it  would  pre- 
vent the  building  of  such  a  wall  to  the  height  of  two  feet, 
or  putting  iron  railing  thereon ;  nor  that,  upon  any  rea- 
sonable construction  of  such  a  covenant,  it  would  be  in- 
fringed by  the  projection  of  the  Plaintiffs  doorway,  though 
built  of  brick,  one  foot  beyond  the  prescribed  limits,  and 
still  less,  by  the  basement  or  foundation  of  his  house, 
which,  for  the  height  of  one  foot  and  a  half,  projects  two 
inches  too  far,  the  rest  of  the  front  of  his  house  being 
thrown  back  to  the  required  distance  of  six  feet;  but,  the 
object  being  to  have  one  uniform  range  of  buildings,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  Defendant  cannot  be  allowed  to  erect 
this  wall,  as  he  is  now  doing,  to  the  height  of  fifteen  feet, 
quite  up  to  the  road.  Suppose  that  every  individual  who 
has  bought  land  along  this  street  did  the  same,  the  char- 
acter of  the  row  would  be  much  altered,  and  the  light 
and  air  and  general  comfort  of  the  houses  would  be  con- 
siderably interfered  with  by  walls  of  this  kind,  which  I 
have  no  doubt  are  buildings  within  the  meaning  of  the 
covenant. 


1854. 


Jvdgmemk 


Several  ingenious  arguments  have  been  ofiered  by 
the  Defendant's  counsel  upon  the  title  to  this  property. 
The  whole  property  was  originally  comprised  in  a  settle- 
ment, by  which  the  first  use  was  limited  to  such  persons  as 
Godfrey  Wright  and  Charles  Swaine  Wright  should  jointly 
appoint;  and  then  there  were  a  series  of  limitations  un- 
der which  the  survivor  of  them  took  the  property  for  life, 
with  remainders  over,  and  with  a  power  to  a  trustee,  with 
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a  reason  which  would  be  applicable  equally  to  this  case, 
and  which  will  remove  the  objection  in  the  case  of  a  party 
even  coming  into  possession  under  an  adverse  title  in  con- 
sequence of  the  uses  of  the  settlement  having  failed.  It 
was  there  held,  that  all  the  estates  under  a  settlement, 
and  by  the  exercise  of  the  powers  therein  contained,  take 
effect  as  from  the  settlor  himself,  and  they  are  one  series 
of  uses  limited  by  the  settlement  In  this  case  those  uses 
having  been  so  limited,  and  there  being  a  power  to  dispose 
of  the  whole  fee  simple,  the  parties  who  exercised  that 
power  as  to  the  land  sold  to  the  Defendant  having  reserv- 
ed the  benefit  of  this  covenant,  it  operates  for  the  advan- 
tage of  all  persons  coming  in  under  the  uses  of  the  settle- 
ment, including  the  appointees  under  the  power  of  sale 
and  exchange,  and  therefore  they  are  entitled  to  have 
this  agreement  for  their  benefit  specifically  performed  by 
an  injunction  in  equity.  That  will  give  the  title  to  the 
persons  who  conveyed  to  the  Plaintiff  in  such  a  manner 
that  he  must  also  have  a  right  to  insist  upon  the  benefit 
of  this  covenant. 


1854. 


J%tdgminU, 


Another  objection  which  has  been  made  is,  that  there 
were  no  reciprocal  covenants  from  the  parties  interested 
in  the  rest  of  the  land  for  the  benefit  of  the  purchaser  of 
a  particular  portion,  as  it  was  said  was  the  case  in  FAo^ 
man  v.  Gibson  (a),  but  only  this  covenant  by  the  purchaser 
with  the  owner  of  the  rest  of  the  land  which  was  unsold, 
that  the  particular  purchaser  should  be  bound  not  to 
make  certain  erections  upon  the  land  which  he  had  pur- 
chased, leaving  it  open  to  the  owner  of  the  unsold  land  to 
make  or  abandon  the  projected  street,  and  to  impose  or 
not  to  impose  upon  future  purchasers  from  him  a  similar 
condition.  But  I  think  that  this  is  no  real  objection.  It 
only  amounts  to  this,  that  the  Defendant  Douglas  has 


(a)  9  Sim.  196. 
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covenatited  with  the  vendor  not  to  perform  certain  acts, 
and  has  not  thought  fit  to  make  the  vendor  enter  into  a 
covenant  with  him  to  take  similar  covenants  from  future 
purchasers  of  the  remaining  land. 

The  reciprocal  advantage  here  obtained  by  Douglas  is, 
really,  the  conveyance  of  the  land;  and  it  cannot  be  said, 
that,  for  want  of  a  reciprocal  benefit  which  he  did  not 
stipulate  for,  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  perform  that 
which  he  has  expressly  covenanted  to  do.  The  case  of 
TtUk  V.  Moxhay  (a)  was  in  this  respect  a  case  of  a  similar 
description.  Tulk  had  not  bound  himself  to  the  purchaser 
from  him  of  Leicester-square,  but  the  purchaser  had  bound 
himself  to  Tulk  to  keep  the  square  in  good  order.  ISdk 
did  not  covenant  to  keep  houses  built  round  the  (square, 
nor  that  the  persons  who  had  houses  should  be  compelled 
to  pay  a  reasonable  compensation  for  keeping  the  square 
in  order.  And  at  the  Rolls  (6)  it  was  used  as  an  argu- 
ment agidnst  the  covenant  being  enforced,  that  this  was  not 
secured;  and  it  was  contended  that  for  that  reason  the 
inclosure  had  been  allowed  to  get  out  of  order,  and  that 
there  was  in  that  sense  no  reciprocity;  but  this  ailment 
was  of  no  avail:  and  if  TuUc  had  afterwards  assigned  the 
remaining  land  to  others,  the  parties  to  whom  he  assigned 
would  no  doubt  have  had  a  right  to  have  the  agreement 
specifically  performed,  by  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
purchaser  of  the  square  from  allowing  it  to  remain  in 
its  neglected  condition. 

In  this  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  carry  it  so  far,  for  the 
Plaintiff  has  himself  entered  into  a  similar  covenant  If 
the  Defendant  Doufflas  were  pressed  to  perform  this  cove- 
nant by  the  owners  of  other  property,  who  had  not  en- 
tered into  similar  covenants,  it  is  possible  that  he  might 


(a)  2  Ph.  774. 


(6)  11  Beav.  678. 
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have  a  right  to  say  "  I  am  released  from  my  engagement/'  1354, 
But  he  has  acquired  certain  easements  upon  the  unsold 
property,  for  instance,  a  right  of  way  over  the  intended 
new  road  in  front  of  the  houses;  and  it  may  be  doubtful 
under  these  circumstances  whether  he  would  be  entitled  ^^^^in^ni, 
to  insist  that  it  was  part  of  his  contract  that  the  whole 
property  should  be  placed  under  similar  conditions  to 
those  by  which  he  was  bound. 


Then  it  is  argued,  that  if  the  landlord  assign  to  other 
persons  the  reserved  property,  the  assigns  cannot  have  the 
benefit  of  this  covenant.  But  that  was  the  very  case  of 
WfuUman  v.  Gibson  (a).  Each  party  there  was  an  assign 
under  those  who  were  parties  to  the  original  covenant; 
and  though  there  were  reciprocal  covenants  in  that  case, 
yet  there  can  be  no  doubt,  supposing  that  the  Plaintiff 
there  had  been  the  purchaser  of  the  last  house,  and  the 
vendor  had  entered  into  no  covenants  with  him,  he  would 
still  have  been  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  Defendant's 
covenant. 

1  have  felt  some  difficulty  throughout  in  seeing  how  re- 
ciprocity could  have  any  thing  to  do  with  the  question. 
Where  part  of  the  remaining  property  of  the  original  ven- 
dor has  been  sold  to  another  person,  who  must  be  consi- 
dered to  have  bought  the  benefit  of  the  former  purchaser's 
covenant,  and  more  especially,  when  the  subsequent  pur- 
chaser has  entered  into  a  similar  covenant  on  his  own 
part,  he  must  be  considered  to  have  done  this  in  consider- 
ation of  those  benefits,  and  even  whether  he  actually 
knew  or  was  ignorant  that  this  covenant  was  in  fact  in- 
serted in  the  other  purchase  deeds,  because  he  must  be 
taken  to  have  bought  all  the  rights  connected  with  his 
portion  of  the  land. 


(a)  0  Sim.  196. 
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1854  H7  attention  wms  called  during  the  aigoinent  to  the 

case  of  Roper  t.  Wmiams(a),  in  which  Lord  Eldon  observ- 
ed, that,  in  the  case  of  the  Duke  of  Bedford's  leases,  con- 
taining covenants  similar  to  the  present,  if  the  landlord 
Jmdgmau.  j^^  released  some  of  the  tenants  from  their  covenants, 
all  would  have  been  set  free;  and  therefore  it  was  argued, 
that  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  purchasers  of  the  different 
portions  of  the  land  had  any  specific  rights  against  one 
another,  but  only  as  between  themselves  and  the  landlord, 
and  that  he  alone  would  have  the  power  of  releasing  this 
covenant  That  only  amounts  to  this,  that  the  Duke  of 
Bedford  might  release  the  covenant  if  the  party  who  en- 
tered into  the  covenant  did  not,  as  in  this  case  he  did  not^ 
secure  a  reciprocal  covenant  from  the  landlord  that  he 
would  cause  the  other  tenants  to  enter  into  similar  cove- 
nants. But  if  he  had  taken  such  a  covenant  from  the 
landlord,  or  if  the  landlord  had  afterwards  made  grants  of 
other  portions  of  the  land,  in  which  the  tenants  had  en- 
tered into  like  covenants  with  him,  as  here,  then,  if  the 
landlord  released  the  covenant  of  the  first  tenant^  the 
others  might  be  entitled  to  say  that  the  whole  scheme 
was,  that  there  should  be  a  system  of  uniformity  through- 
out the  land  to  be  built  on;  and  if  the  vendor  released 
one  tenant  from  such  a  covenant,  the  others  would  have  a 
right  to  claim  similar  releases.  However,  I  think  that 
the  better  view  is,  that  the  landlord,  in  such  a  case,  hav- 
ing secured  from  the  purchaser  or  lessee  of  part  a  parti- 
cular benefit  in  respect  of  all  the  land,  if  he  afterwards  sell 
the  rest  of  that  land,  he  must  be  taken  to  sell  the  benefit 
of  that  covenant  also;  and  that  was  the  effect  of  the  deci- 
sion in  Whatman  v.  Gibson  (b). 

Then,  something  was  said  about  the  land  which  was  in- 
tended to  have  the  benefit  of  this  covenant  not  being  suf- 

(a)  T.  &  R  18.  (6)  9  Sim.  196. 
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liciently  defined ;  but  I  find^  that,  in  the  conveyance,  the 
line  of  road  is  distinctly  marked,  and  the  right  of  the  ap- 
pointors to  use  the  road  in  front  of  these  premises,  and 
the  right  of  the  Defendant  to  use  the  road  over  the  rest  of 
the  property  is  secured  by  express  stipulation;  and,  cer- 
tainly, as  to  the  adjoining  plot  of  land,  I  can  see  little 
difficulty  in  saying  that  this  plot  at  least  was  one  in  re- 
spect of  which  the  benefit  was  reserved. 
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"With  regard  to  the  question  of  acquiescence,  the  wall 
having  been  built  originally  to  the  height  of  five  feet, 
does  create  some  difficulty;  for  though  the  erection  of  a 
wall  two  feet  high,  with  iron  railings  upon  it,  would  not 
justify  the  Court  in  interfering ;  yet,  when  the  wall  is 
built  as  high  as  five  feet,  it  comes  so  near  to  what  would 
be  an  infringement  of  the  covenant,  as  to  occasion  consi- 
derable doubt  At  the  same  time  it  must  be  remem- 
bered, that  this  wall  was  built  only  as  a  boundary  wall, 
when  there  were  no  buildings  on  the  adjoining  plot. 
And  although,  during  its  erection,  an  injunction  might 
possibly  have  been  obtained  to  prevent  its  being  built,  I 
think  that  is  so  doubtful  that  it  would  be  too  strong  to 
say,  that  not  interfering  to  prevent  its  being  built  has 
occasioned  a  waiver  of  the  covenant 

There  remains  the  question  upon  the  form  of  the  plead- 
ings, upon  which  there  is  some  difficulty.  I  do  not  think 
that  it  would  be  necessary  that  the  bill  should  ask  to 
rectify  this  conveyance;  but  the  bill  states,  that  it  con- 
tained a  covenant  not  to  erect  any  building  on  the  land 
within  the  distance  of  six  feet  from  Hoitghton-place;  and 
that  is  not  the  fact,  for  a  blank  is  in  truth  left  in  the  co- 
venant in  the  place  of  the  words  "  six  feet" 


The  affidavit  states  the  facts  as  they  are,  and  not  as  they 
are  pleaded.     If  it  had  been  properly  pleaded,  I  should 
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have  had  no  doubt  about  the  case  upon  the  evidence 
before  me.  The  original  contract  was,  not  to  build  within 
six  feet  of  the  road  In  the  deed,  the  distance  in  the 
^covenant  was  left  in  blank.  The  draft  is  produced,  from 
which  it  appears,  that  the  words  six  feet  were  struck  oat 
by  a  clerk  of  the  solicitor  employed  for  the  vendors,  and 
not  an  authorised  agent  of  the  vendors.  There  is  evi- 
dence, that  there  was  no  intention  of  departing  from  the 
agreement  in  any  respect  in  the  conveyance.  The  clerk 
who  made  the  alteration  has  been  applied  to  to  make  an 
affidavit  in  explanation,  but  he  has  declined  to  do  so. 
The  solicitors  on  the  other  side  have  been  in  communi- 
cation with  him,  and  do  not  seem  to  have  asked  him 
to  give  any  evidence  concerning  the  matter.  I  must, 
therefore,  conclude,  as  I  decided  upon  a  similar  ques- 
tion in  Cdea  v.  Sims  (a),  that  the  presumption  is,  that 
no  explanation  can  be  given  favourable  to  the  Defend- 
ant's case. 


But  I  can  make  no  order  upon  these  pleadings,  as  they 
do  not  confess  and  avoid  this  defect  in  the  conveyance  to 
the  Defendant.  I  will  give  immediate  leave  to  amend 
the  bill,  by  stating  the  facts  as  they  are  stated  in  the 
affidavits,  without  prejudice  to  the  existing  notice  of 
motion. 

The  amendments  having  been  made,  on  application  ex 
parte, 

The  Vice-Chancellob  granted  an  interim  injunction. 


(a)  Supra,  p.  65. 
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On  this  day  the  motion  for  an  interlocutory  injunction  j^^^  2nd. 
was  renewed  upon  additional  evidence  to  explain  the  blank  Land  having 
in  the  deed.  The  original  plan  of  the  estate  was  also  ex-  for  buUdinga 
hibited,  on  which  the  streets  were  marked,  and  the  limits  ^^  generJ* 
within  which  buildin£cs  were  to  be  erected  on  the  land,  plan,  according 

"  ,  /to  which  no 

according  to  the  agreements;  and  it  was  sworn  that  this  building  was  to 
plan  was  shewn  by  Mr.  Wright's  agent  to  Mr.  Child's  agent  i^^feet  fo)m 
on  the  occasion  of  his  negotiating  for  the  purchase  of  the  J^i^^Jntof 
plot  of  land  sold  to  Mr.  ChilcL  The  solicitors  of  the  Messra  ^«  row,  a  pup- 
Wright  also  gave  evidence  that  they  always  declined  to  the  plots,  being 
allow  the  Messrs.  Wright  to  covenant  with  purchasers  of  ^^^"scheme, 
parts  of  the  land,  "  either  to  enforce  existing  covenants  andbny^gmb- 
which  other  purchasers  may  have  entered  into  with  them  tenna  of  a  print- 
as  to  building  or  otherwise,  or  to  obtain  from  such  future  tract  reiati^to 
purchasers  such  stipulations  or  covenants  in  their  con-  toL^wWch  re- 
tracts or  conveyances  on  future  sales;"  but  there  was  no  "tramed  him 

firom  building 

evidence  that  the  Messrs.  Wright  had  ever  been  asked  by  within  nx  feet 
a  purchaser  to  enter  into  a  covenant  to  that  effect,  and  an^knoi^ng 
had  refused  to  do  so.  ^*  f  5*^*' 

plot  had  been 

previously  told 

and  built  upon 
according  to  the 
general  scheme. 

The  case  was  again  argued  by  the  same  counsel,  and  his  must  be  consi- 
Honour  gave  judgment  as  follows :—  known*thatSe 

previous  pur^ 
chaser  had 

Vioe-Chancbllor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :—  ^'^^}  ~^i~* 

to  a  similar  re- 
BtrictioUi 

I  retain  my  former  opinion,  that,  when  a  person  sells  pro-      But,  if  the 
perty  of  this  kind  to  a  purchaser,  who  knows,  as  I  must  take  ^ard^not^**" 

tuallj  know 
thiS;  still,  where 
he  has  purchased  all  the  rights  of  the  vendors  relating  to  his  plot  of  land,  it  became  impossible  for 
the  vendors,  from  the  time  of  his  purchase,  to  release  the  former  purchaser  from  his  covenant  not  to 
build  within  six  feet  frt>m  the  road,  or  to  alter  in  any  respect  their  rights  against  him. 

Therefore,  where  the  prohibited  distance  had  by  accident  been  left  in  blank  in  the  former  purchas- 
er's covenant,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  vendors,  and  they  had  a  right  to  have  the  deed  rectified, 
the  second  purchaser  was  held  entiUed  to  an  injunction  to  restrain  a  breach  of  the  covenant  by  the 
former  purchaser;  and  as  this  right  was  entirely  equitable,  and  mighty  if  the  covenant  had  beenper- 
fisct,  have  been  enforced  in  the  absence  of  the  original  covenanting  parties: — Neldj  that  the  injunc- 
tion might  be  obtained  without  having  the  deed  rectified,  and  without  making  the  covenantee  a  part j 
to  the  suit. 
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the  Plaintiff  here  to  have  known,  that  other  parties  were 
bound  by  covenants  simiUr  to  his  own,  the  purchaser  is  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  those  covenants.  Here  the  purchaser's 
agent  saw  a  plan  shewing  the  limit  within  which  buildings 
were  to  be  erected  on  the  land,  and  that  he  was  not  to  build 
within  six  feet  of  a  certain  road,  and  he  purchased  upon  the 
terms  of  a  printed  form  of  contract  relating  to  all  the  land, 
and  he  was  aware  that  some  of  the  property  laid  out  for 
building  was  in  the  hands  of  the  vendors,  and  that  one  plot 
had  been  already  sold  and  built  upon  according  to  the  ge- 
neral scheme;  taking  all  these  facts  together,  the  purchaser 
must  be  taken  to  have  known  that  the  piece  of  land  already 
sold  to  Douglas  had  been  sold  upon  the  same  terms  as  to 
building;  and  he  must  be  assumed  to  have  purchased  with 
that  knowledge,  upon  the  terms  contained  in  his  printed 
contract  and  deed  of  conveyance,  one  of  which  was,  that 
he  would  not  build  within  six  feet  from  Houghton-jiaoe, 
the  street  laid  out  upon  the  plan.  But  assume  that  he 
did  not  know  under  what  stipulations  the  Defendant  had 
so  purchased.  The  Defendant's  agreement  was  in  fact  ex- 
actly similar  to  that  of  the  Plaintiff,  but  the  conveyance 
to  the  Defendant,  as  it  happened,  omitted  in  the  covenant 
not  to  build,  the  important  words  "  six  feet,"  fixing  the 
limits  of  such  restraint.  The  whole  question  is,  whether, 
when  the  Plaintiff  purchased,  buying,  as  I  have  held  he 
did,  all  the  rights  of  his  vendors  relating  to  the  land,  his 
vendors  had  at  the  time  a  right  to  restrain  the  Defendant 
Douglas  from  building  contrary  to  the  terms  of  his  agree- 
ment; fori  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  insist  upon  having  whatever  rights  or  powers  relating 
to  the  land  were  vested  in  the  vendors  at  the  time  when 
they  sold  it  to  him ;  and  that,  from  the  time  of  his  purchase 
it  became  impossible  for  the  vendors  to  alter  their  position 
with  regard  to  the  Defendant  Douglas,  the  former  pur- 
chaser of  part  of  the  land,  so  as  to  affect  their  rights  as 
against  him.     That  reduces  the  matter  to  the  simple  ques- 
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tion,  whether,  at  the  time  of  the  Plaintiff's  purchase,  the 
vendors  could  have  enforced  by  any  remedy  whatever,  at 
law  or  in  equity,  this  restriction  as  against  the  Defendant 
Douglas.    The  question  would  be,  not  whether  the  vendors 
could  sue  upon  the  imperfect  covenant,  nor  whether  they 
could  enforce  the  agreement,  it  being  superseded  by  the 
conveyance;  but  whether  by  any  mode  they  could  restrain 
Douglas  from  building  within  six  feet  from  the  road.    Now 
it  seems  to  me  that  they  were  in  a  position  to  have  the 
conveyance  rectified  pursuant  to  the  contract     I  think, 
upon  the  evidence  now  before  me,  that  there  was  never 
any  intention  of  departing  from  the  contract,  but  that  the 
blank  in  the  covenant  was  occasioned  by  an  accident, 
against  the  consequences  of  which  a  Court  of  equity  would 
relieve.     [His  Honour  examined  the  evidence  and  con- 
tinued:] It  is  plain  that  there  was  no  intention  to  release 
this  covenant,  from  the  very  fact  that  it  was  left  in  the 
deed  when  it  might  have  been  struck  out  altogether,  if  that 
had  been  the  desire.    The  Defendant  by  his  answer  very 
fairly  admits  that  he  had  no  intention  one  way  or  the 
other.     I  think  it  is  clear,  that  it  was  only  an  accident, 
and  that  the  vendors,  when  they  discovered  it,  which  they 
appear  not  to  have  done  before  the  commencement  of  this 
dispute,  had  a  right  to  have  it  rectified.     It  is  said,  that 
this  is  not  a  suit  for  that  purpose,  and  that  Mr.  Wright, 
the  covenantee,  is  not  a  party  to  it;  but  the  authorities 
have  gone  thus  far,  that  persons  taking  by  assignment 
from  a  covenantee  in  these  cases  are  able  to  enforce  their 
rights  against  assigns  of  the  covenantor,  without  bringing 
the  original  covenanting  parties  before  the  Court,  even 
where  the  covenant  does  not  run  with  the  land.    There- 
fore, it  is  not  necessary  for  this  Plaintiff  to  bring  his  ven- 
dors here,  or  to  have  the  conveyance  rectified;  but  the  only 
question  is,  whether  he  has  a  right  to  say  that  this  parti- 
cular building  should  not  be  erected.    If  I  find  that  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  to  him  there  was  clearly  a  right  to  insist 
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upon  the  coyenant  being  rectified  and  observed,  as  the 
Court  does  not  require  the  parties  who  have  the  l^al 
right  to  be  before  it,  the  jurisdiction  being  altogether  equi- 
table, I  can  say  that  this  equity  still  remains  for  the  present 
Plaintiff,  and  therefore  he  has  a  right  to  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  building  of  the  wall  until  further  order;  but 
I  can  make  no  order  upon  an  interlocutory  application  as 
to  that  part  of  the  motion  which  relates  to  pulling  down 
what  has  already  been  built 


^       ,    ^  SCHRODER  v.  SCHRODER 

*"  ^  George  SCHRODER,  by  his  will,  dated  the  8th  of 
oe^mredEttaUM  JuIy,  1825,  deviscd  ^'all  my  real  estates  whatsoeyer  and 
—  «ft<m—  -i^heresover,  of  or  to  which  /  now  amy  or  at  the  time  of  my 
decease  shall  bey  seised  or  entitled  for  an  estate  of  freehold 
and  inheritance,  or  of  freehold  only,  or  of  or  to  which  any 
person  or  persons  in  trust  for  me  now  is  or  are,  or  at  the 
time  of  my  decease  shall  be,  seised  or  entitled  for  an  es- 
tate of  freehold  and  inheritance,  or  of  freehold  only,  or 
which  I  now  have  or  shall  hereafter  have  power  to  dis- 
pose or  appoint  by  will''  (including  certain  freehold  pre- 


A  deTue  by  a 
will  made  be- 
fore 1838,  (1 
Vict,  c  26.  M. 
24,  34),  of  aU 
the  real  estates 
of  which  the 
testator  then 
was  or  at  the 
time  of  his 
death  should 
be  seised,  to  his 
heir-at-law,  if 
the  testator  acquired  real  estates  sabsequent  to  the  date  of  his  will,  put  the  heir  to  his  dection. 

So,  also,  would  such  a  devise  by  a  testator  who  died  before  1834,  (3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  106,  i.  S), 
from  the  mere  intention  thereby  shewn  to  give  the  heir  property  under  the  will;  notwithstanding 
that  he  would  take  nothing  in  foct  under  the  will,  but  by  his  better  title  as  heir. 

In  such  a  case,  the  testator,  subsequently  to  the  making  of  his  will,  contracted  to  buy  a  certain  free- 
hold  estate,  and  then  made  a  codicil  directing  the  executors  and  trustees  of  his  will  to  complete  the 
purchase,  and  hold  the  estate  upon  the  tmsU  of  the  will,  which  were  partly  in  fovour  of  the  heir,  and 
then  the  testator  took  a  conveyance  of  the  same  estate  to  uses  to  bar  dower  in  his  own  foyour: — 
Neld^  that  the  derise  by  the  codicil  was  revoked,  and  that  the  heir  must  elect. 

If  a  testator,  before  1838,  devised  estate  J.,  which  he  had  contracted  to  buy,  to  one  person,  and 
estate  B^  and  all  odier  estates  which  he  might  subsequently  acquire,  to  another,  and  gave  benefiu 
to  his  heir,  and  afterwards  took  a  conveyance  of  ./I.  to  uses  to  bar  dower  in  his  own  fovonr,  and  ac- 
quired other  estates:— QiMsrs,  whether  the  devisee  of  ^.  could  claim  A.^  and  all  other  after-acquired 
estates,  against  the  testator*8  heir,  under  the  doctrine  of  election;  for  the  whole  doctrine  proceeds  so 
entirely  upon  the  ground  of  intention,  that  the  heir,  in  such  a  case,  might  be  entitled  to  retain  the 
estates,  because  neither  of  the  devisees  could  have  a  better  right  against  him  than  the  other. 
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mises  therein  specifically  mentioned),  with  the  appurte- 
nances, unto  his  wife  Catherine  Schrodet^  And  Henry  Hughes 
and  John  Bonus,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  use  of  his 
said  wife  during  her  life,  if  she  should  so  long  remain  his 
widow,  or  otherwise  until  her  second  marriage,  she  keep- 
ing the  same  estates  in  good  and  tenantable  repair  and 
condition,  and  insuring  the  same  against  loss  or  damage 
bj  fire;  and  firom  and  after  her  second  marriage,  if  she 
should  happen  to  marry  again,  then  as  to  one  equal 
moiety  or  half  part  of  the  same  real  estates  to  the  use  of 
the  said  Henry  Hughes  and  John  Bonus,  and  their  heirs, 
in  trust  for  his  said  wife  Catherine  Schroder  for  her  sepa- 
rate use  for  life;  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  his 
said  wife,  as  to  the  same  moiety,  and  also  from  and  after 
her  decease  or  second  marriage  as  to  the  other  moiety  of 
the  same  real  estates,  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  his  chil- 
dren living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  or  bom  in  due  time 
afterwards,  as  tenants  in  common,  if  more  than  one,  and 
to  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns;  and  the  testator 
declared  that  the  provision  thereby  made  for  or  in  trust 
for  his  said  wife  should  be  in  bar  of  all  dower,  and  should 
be  for  her  separate  use. 


1854. 


SiaiemeiU, 


Subsequently  to  the  date  and  execution  of  this  will  the 
testator  purchased  a  freehold  estate  at  Clapham,  in  the 
county  of  Surrey,  which  was  conveyed  by  indentures,  dat- 
ed respectively  the  22nd  and  23rd  of  October,  1827,  to 
uses  to  bar  dower  in  favour  of  the  testator. 


On  the  16th  of  November,  1827,  the  testator  signed  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  certain  freehold  premises  situ- 
ate at  StockweU  Common  in  the  said  county  of  Surrey. 

After  signing  this  contract,  and  before  the  conveyance 
to  him  of  the  premises  at  StockweU  Common,  the  test-ator 
made  a  codicil  to  his  will  in  the  following  words: — 

VOL.  I.  8  S  E.  K.  W. 
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1864.  "  Whereas  I  the  within-named  Oeorge  8€hroder  haTe 

lately  completed  the  purchase  of  a  freehold  estate,  sitiiate 
at  Clapham  in  the  county  of  Surrey.  Now,  I  do  hereby 
give  and  devise  the  said  freehold  estate,  with  the  rights, 
members,  and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  unto  my 
dear  wife  Catherine  Schroder,  and  my  friends  Henry  ffu^es 
and  John  Bonus,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  uses,  upon 
the  trusts,  and  for  the  intents  and  purposes  expressed  and 
declared  in  and  by  my  said  will,  with  respect  to  the  real 
estates  therein  given  and  devised  to  them.  And  whereas 
I  have  lately  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  certain  other 
freehold  property  situate  in  StochweU  in  the  said  county 
of  Surrey,  and  have  paid  a  deposit  on  such  purchase: 
Now,  I  do  hereby  direct  that  the  said  purchase  shall  be 
completed  by  my  executors  and  trustees,  and  the  remain- 
der of  the  purchase-money  paid  out  of  my  personal  estate, 
«nd,  when  so  completed,  shall  be  taken  and  considered  as 
Teal  estate,  and  be  held  by  my  said  executors  and  trustees 
to  the  uses,  upon  the  trusts,  and  for  the  intents  and  pur- 
poses expressed  and  declared  in  and  by  my  said  will  with 
respect  to  the  real  estate  therein  given  and  devised  to 
them;  and  in  all  other  respects  I  hereby  confirm  my  said 
wUl,  and  declare  this  to  be  a  codicil  to  the  same/' 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  appointment  and  release, 
dated  respectively  the  11th  and  12th  of  December,  1827, 
the  said  freehold  estate  at  StockweU  was  conveyed  to  uses 
to  bar  dower  in  favour  of  the  testator. 

The  testator  died  on  the  29th  of  September,  1832,  leav- 
ing Joseph  Henry  Schroder,  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law, 
and  three  other  sons,  his  only  children  or  issue.  The  eld- 
est son  attained  twenty-one  in  December,  1838;  the  second 
in  1840;  the  third  in  1842 ;  and  the  youngest  in  Septem- 
ber, 1851. 

On  the  21  st  of  February,  1835,  Catherine  Schroder  mar- 
ried again. 
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In  1 833,  Mr.  Preston,  on  a  case  being  submitted  to  him, 
advised  that  the  testator  had  revoked  his  codicil  as  to  the 
property  in  StockweU,  and  had  died  intestate  as  to  the 
same,  so  t^t  the  title  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law  was  in 
his  heir;  and  such  opinion  was  acted  on  by  all  parties  un- 
til after  the  youngest  child  of  the  testator  had  attained  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  in  Sq>tembOT,  1851. 

These  facts  were  now  stated  in  a  special  case,  in  which 
the  younger  children  were  Plaintiffs,  and  Joseph  Henry 
Schroder  was  Defendant;  and  it  was  therein  also  stated, 
that  it  had  been  lately  suggested  that  the  said  Joseph 
Henry  Schroder  was,  under  the  will  of  the  said  Oeorge 
Schroder,  bound  to  elect  between  the  said  Stockwell  estate 
and  the  estates  and  interests  devised  and  bequeathed  to 
him  for  his  benefit  by  the  said  wQl  and  codicil;  and  the 
questions  asked  were,  whether  the  freehold  premises  at 
Stockwell  passed  by  the  codicil  or  descended  to  the  testa- 
tor's heir-at-law,  either  in  law  or  in  equity,  and  if  they 
did  so  descend,  whether  the  heir-at-law  was  by  the  will 
or  codicil  put  to  his  election;  and  if  a  case  of  election  was 
raised  against  him,  and  in  case  he  elected  to  take  the  said 
Stockwell  estate,  then,  whether  he  was  bound  to  relinquish 
in  favour  of  the  beneficiaries  under  the  said  will  and  codi- 
cil, all  interests  thereby  devised  and  bequeathed  to  him 
or  for  his  benefit,  or  to  the  extent  only  of  the  value  of  the 
said  fireehold  estate  at  Stockwell;  and  in  case  the  heir-at- 
law  elected  to  take  under  the  will,  then,  whether  he  was 
bound  to  refund,  to  any  and  which  of  the  other  parties  to 
the  case,  any  and  what  part  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
Stockwell  estate  which  had  been  received  by  him ;  and  ge- 
nerally, what,  under  the  circumstances,  were  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant  in  the 
said  freehold  premises  at  StockweU  and  the  past  rents  and 
profits  thereof. 

ss2 


1854. 
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Mr.  W.  H.  TerreU,  for  the  riaintifFs.— The  words  of  the 
will  are  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  pass  lands  after- 
wards acquired  by  the  testator;  and  therefore,  if  the  devise 
of  the  Stockwell  property  by  the  codicil  was  revoked,  and 
it  descended  to  the  heir,  he  must  elect  whether  he  will 
take  under  or  against  the  will  In  Churchman  v.  Ire- 
land (a),  a  testator  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate 
which  he  should  die  possessed  of  to  a  class  of  children, 
one  of  whom  became  his  heir;  and  the  testator  having 
acquired  other  real  estate  after  the  date  of  his  will,  it  was 
held  that  the  heir  was  put  to  his  election.  Then  the  codicil 
did  not  interfere  with  the  clear  disposition  made  by  the 
will,  but  was  only  intended  to  make  a  temporary  provision 
by  devising  such  interest  as  the  testator  had  before  the 
Stockwell  estate  was  conveyed  to  him,  and  certainly  was 
not  intended  to  benefit  the  heir.  The  next  question  is, 
if  the  heir  elect  to  take  against  the  will,  shall  he  forfeit 
all  the  benefit  intended  for  him  by  the  will,  or  only  to 
the  extent  necesssary  to  compensate  the  other  devisees! 
[Vice-Chanoellob. — ^That  question  is  now  settled;  he  is 
only  bound  to  relinquish  enough  to  make  compensation  (&).] 
Then  comes  the  question,  for  how  long  is  he  bound  to  ac- 
count for  the  rents  and  profits  which  he  has  wrongfully 
received?  By  analogy  to  the  rule  of  law  as  to  mesne 
profits,  he  ought  to  account  for  the  last  six  years  at  least; 
but  he  entered  upon  this  property  and  held  it  in  the  char- 
acter of  a  trustee  for  the  persons  really  entitled,  who  were 
then  infants,  so  that  he  is  in  fact  bound  to  refund  the 
rents  from  the  time  of  taking  possession :  Cox  v.  Dohnan  (c). 
The  conveyance  of  the  Stockwell  property  to  uses  to  bar 
dower  in  favour  of  the  testator  subsequently  to  the  date 
of  the  codicil,  at  which  time  he  had  merely  an  agreement 
for  the  sale  of  it,  did  not  revoke  the  gift :  Plotvden  v. 
Hyde  (d). 


(a)  1  Buss.  &  My.  250. 

(b)  1  Swanst.  404,  and  433,  n. 

(c)  2  De  G.,  Mac.  &  G.  59a 


(d)  2  Sim.,  N.  S.,  171;  2  De  G., 
Mac.  &G.  684. 
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Mr.  RoU,  Q.  G,  and  Mr.  A .  Smith,  for  the  heir.— The  after- 
purchased  estates  were  not  intended  to  be  devised  by  the 
wilL  Back  v.  Kett(a)  decided,  that  a  devise  by  a  testator  of 
"whatever  real  estates  he  might  die  possessed  of/'  meant 
"  all  which  he  then  had,  and  which  he  should  continue  to 
have  at  his  death/'  In  Thellusson  v.  Woodford  (&),  the 
devise  was  expressly  of  any  estates  which  he  might  there- 
after contract  to  buy,  and  the  decision  was,  simply,  that  such 
estates  were  intended  to  pasa  Back  v.  Kett  (c)  is  not  inter- 
fered with  by  Churchman  v.  Ireland(d),  for  in  that  last  case 
real  and  personal  estate  were  included  in  the  gift,  which  of 
course  must  have  passed  all  the  personal  estate  of  the  testa- 
tor at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  therefore  the  real  estate  was 
held  to  be  in  like  manner  included.  In  Johnson  v.  Tel- 
ford (e),  however,  a  gift  of  all  the  testator's  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  which  he  was  or  should  be  possessed  of,  did 
not  pass  after-purchased  real  estates,  neither  did  a  devise 
of  "  any  hereditaments  purchased  by  me  at  any  time  or 
times  which  should  happen  to  be  conveyed  after  the  date 
and  publishing  hereof."  But  here  the  codicil  interprets  the 
will  on  this  point,  for  the  codicil  disposes  expressly  of 
the  after-purchased  estates,  which  the  testator  therefore 
clearly  did  not  intend  should  pass  by  the  will  The  codi- 
cil was  revoked  as  to  the  Stockwell  property  by  the  subse- 
quent conveyance  to  uses  to  bar  dower.  There  can  be  no 
account  for  any  period  before  the  filing  of  the  special  case. 
In  Pettiward  v.  Preacott  (/),  where  an  heir  had  been  al- 
lowed to  retain  the  possession  of  an  estate  under  precisely 
similar  circumstances,  no  further  accoimt  was  allowed: 
Hicks  V.  Sallitt  (g),  Hercy  v.  BaUard  (h),  Dormer  v.  For- 
tescue  {%),  Edwards  v.  Morgan  (k),  Drummond  v.  The  Duke 


1864. 


(a)  Jac.  634. 

(b)  13  Ves.  209. 

(c)  Jac.  634. 

(d)  1  Russ.  &  My.  250. 

(e)  Id.  244. 
(/)  7  Ves.  541. 


(g)  To  be  reported  in  3  De  G., 
Mac&G. 

(A)4B.C.  0.469,  n. 
(0  3  Atk.  130. 
(k)  M*CL  654. 


Argument, 


Tjcb-€eajciuas  3ai  W.  Fia 

In  this  cue.  Icfise  advcrtiiig  to  Ae 
wliidi  bare  been  azsiwd,  I  will  refier  to 
occms  iqpon  this  will,  oa  wiuch  dbe  igmrift,  if  not  Ae 
oolf  Milhuiiti,  is  an  ^jiovfiw*'  ^lur  in  GilbeEt  E^  Bep. 
15,  wUdi  is  cited  in  Sg^TohL  k  PtaK,  Sad  e£L,12Sr 
n.  X  Bt  this  will  die  beir  takes  nuCbinfe  tor,  as  iittin|; 
seoas  to  be  derisedtobiniwbicli  wovbi  hoc  baE¥v  QCSBeBs- 
ed  tobim  if  tbere  bad  been  no  wiQ.  betakes  bfUa  bet- 
ter tide  as  beir  oolr  ^^.  A  smilar  poini 
argoment  in  Ridk  t.  CadteBie\  wbese  the 
wbetfaer  abxdband  ahoold  be  jmt  to  his 
adminisiratar  of  bis  wife's  tamwHj,  and  it 
that  there  was  no  groond  there  for  posting  hint  to 
election.  La.  that  case,  it  was  said  in  arsnaaent  Iit  Sff 
Scnmvei  BomiBy — '^It  has  c&ai  been  said  br  h^^  assbo* 
xitT,  thon^  I  cannot  state  a  decxaon  g£  the  point,  tltat 
jfbitsn  a  man  derises  to  his  bar  an  estate  whi^  die  heir 
would  haTe  br  descent  if  no  will  was  made^  and  dien  de- 
rises  to  anodierpGson  an  estate  <^whidi  the  heir  is  sds- 
ed  in  his  own  right,  he  cannot  take  mubr  the  will  wiA- 
oat  giTing  effect  to  that  derise  ont  of  that  estate  which  is 
his  own,  thoo^  he  woold  take  bj  descent  if  dsicre  were 
no  win.    If  hecboeeto  ke^tohisownertate^  the  Court 


(a)  5  Tei.  43X  iw  wsMimm^asaxiT  to  tte  aist  of 

(&)  «  LI  93.  DeeaiL&cr,  1533,*  «&e  l^r  ***-■— 

(c)  3  Hadd.  ZTS.  hj  purdiawu    See  3  &  4  W3L  4, 

(li)  In  cue  of  ak  derne  tt>  Ube  c  106L  9lX 

heir  by  Uic  will  a£^  tertator.  dj-  (<.  »  Vet.  37<L 


would  giye  the  disappointed  deyisee  a  compensatioa  out  of 
the  other.  The  reason  is  that  upon  which  all  cases  of 
election  proceed:  the  tacit  condition  inferred/' 

Lord  EJdon^  noticing  that  part  of  the  argument,  sajs, 
^^  As  to  the  point  of  election,  I  do  not  recollect  any  case 
of  an  heir  that  forms  an  answer  to  the  objection  made  for 
the  defendant.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  principle 
in  the  answer  that  has  been  given;  for  all  election  goes 
upon  compensation.  If,  bj  a  will  which  giyes  A's  estate 
to  B.y  an  estate  is  given  to  J..,  he  may  say  he  will  keep 
his  own  estate.  The  compensation  upon  which  the  Court 
goes,  is  the  implied  condition,  of  which  the  other  is  to  have 
the  benefit,  that,  whoever  takes  that  estate  in  consequence 
of  the  election,  shall  take  it  cum  onere.  An  estate  beuig 
given  to  a  person  who  will  not  accept  it  upon  the  terms 
of  giving  up  his  own  estate^  the  question  is,  whether  he 
shall  not  take  it  as  heir,  because  it  is  against  conscience 
that  he  shall,  by  his  legal  title,  disappoint  that  disposi- 
tion''(a);  and  he  reserved  hisjudgment  upon  that  point:  his 
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(a)  Sir  W,  Orant,  in  Wdby  v. 
WeOnf,  2  V.  &  B.  190,  says,"  That 
an  Leir  to  whom,  an  estate  is  de- 
vised in  fee  may  be  put  to  an 
election,  although,  by  the  rule  of 
law,  a  devise  to  an  heir  is  inoper- 
ative^ I  skoukl  have  thought 
perfectly  clear,  independently  of 
Lord  Cawper's  decision  in  the 
case  in  Gilbert  (Anon,,  GUb.  £q. 
Repi  16);  for,  if  tJto  will  is  in 
other  respects  so  framed  as  to 
raise  a  case  of  eleetien,  then  not 
only  is  the  estate  given  to  the 
heir  under  an  implied  c(mdition 
that  he  shall  confirm  the  whole 
of  the  will;  but,  in  contemplation 
of  equity,  the  testator  means,  in 
case  the  condition  shall  not  be 


complied  with,  to  give  the  dis- 
appointed devisees,  oat  of  the  es- 
tate over  whidi  he  had  a  power, 
a  benefit  correspondent  to  that 
of  which  they  are  deprived  by 
such  non-compliance.  So  that 
the  devise  ip  read  as  if  it  were  to 
the  heir  absolutely,  if  he  confirm 
the  will;  if  not,  then  in  trust  for 
the  disappointed  devisees  as  to  so 
much  of  the  estate  gpven  to  him 
as  shall  bo  equal  in  value  to  tiie 
estates  intended  for  them." 

In  that  case,  the  testator  had 
devised  estates  of  which  he  was 
seised  in  fee  to  his  eldest  son  and 
heir,  in  fee,  and  had  taken  upon 
him  to  devise  estates  of  which  he 
was  only  tenant  for  life,  with  re- 
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Lordship,  however,  altimately  gave  no  oj^nioniiponil^  but 
decided  the  case  upon  another  ground.  In  the  seoond  edi- 
tion of  Vesey  (a)  there  is  a  note  referring  to  the  case  in  Gil- 
bert as  the  authoritj  to  which  Sir  Samud  BamUfy  alluded. 
I  mention  this  point  now  as  shewing  the  extr^ne  length  to 
which  the  doctrine  of  election  has  been  caniedy  namely, 
that  the  heir  of  a  testator,  although  he  takes  nothing 
under  the  will,  but  takes  the  property  affected  to  be  de- 
vised to  him  as  heir  to  the  testator  only,  is  put  to  his 
election  by  the  mere  intention  to  give  him  property  by 
thewilL 


In  this  case  there  can  be  no  question  upon  the  wilL 
It  appears  to  be  exactly  similar  to  the  case  of  CAnrcfc- 
man  v.  Ireland  (b),  the  only  difference  being,  that  there 
was  a  gift  there  of  all  the  testator's  real  and  personal 
estate  blended  together. .  The  Vice-Chancellorof  JSfijflanc^ 
when  that  case  came  before  him  in  the  first  instance  (c), 
did  place  some  little  reliance  upon  that  circumstance, 
saying  that  it  was  impossible  to  hold  that  the  testator  had 
one  intention  as  to  the  personal  estate,  and  a  different 
intention  as  to  the  real  estate,  when  he  used  the  same 
words  as  to  both.  But  in  truth  the  decision  in  Church- 
man V.  Ireland  (d)  on  appeal,  proceeded  upon  the  more 
solid  foundation  of  the  strict  meaning  and  intention  of 
the  words  of  gift  being  that  it  was  the  desire  of  the  tes- 
tator to  pass  by  his  will  all  the  real  estate  which  he  might 


mainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail,  &C.,  with  the  rever- 
sion to  himself  in  fee;  and  other 
estates,  of  which  he  was  onlj  te- 
nant in  tail  male,  to  his  said  son 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  an- 
other: and  it  was  held,  that  the 
heir  was  put  to  his  election, 
though,  in  truth,  he  took  nothing 
under  the  will :  xV<>y«  yJfordaurUy 


2yenL581;  Theausmm  ^.Wood- 
ford, 13  Vea.  224,  1  Dow,  P.  C. 
249,  dted  1  Swanst.  404^  n. 

(a)  VoL  9,  p.  374. 

(b)  1  Buss,  &  My.  250.  See 
Greenwood  v.  Fenny^  12  Beav. 
40a 

(c)  4  Sim.  520. 

(d)  1  Buss.  &  My.  250. 
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ftcquire  after  the  date  of  the  will  The  testator  having  1654. 
here  used  the  somewhat  redundant  expression  *^  all  my 
real  estates  of  which  I  now  am^  or  at  the  time  of  my 
decease  shall  be,  seised  or  entitled/'  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel contend  that  those  words  mean  only  such  real  estate  "'^ 
as  the  testator  then  had  and  might  also  retain  at  the  time 
of  his  death;  but  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  the  natural 
construction  of  the  words ;  and  it  was,  in  fact,  decided 
otherwise  in  Churchman  v.  Ireland  (a),  in  which  a  similar 
argument  was  employed.  That  being  so  as  regards  the 
will,  the  next  question  is,  whether  the  codicil  affords  any 
ground  for  the  interpretation  that  the  testator  did  not  in- 
tend to  use  the  words  in  his  will  in  that  sense.  I  agree, 
that,  if  there  be  a  fixed  legal  effect  to  be  given  to  the 
words  employed  in  this  will,  no  expressions  used  in  a 
subsequent  instrument  would  alter  that  construction;  but 
when  the  instruments  are  a  will  and  codicil  which  have 
to  be  construed  together,  as  in  this  case,  it  may  be  possible 
to  discover  from  the  expressions  employed  in  the  codicil 
that  the  testator  did  not  use  the  words  in  the  will  in  their 
strict  legal  sense.  Moreover,  it  is  here  only  the  gram- 
matical construction  of  the  words  which  is  to  receive  light 
from  the  codicil  The  argument  is,  that,  if  by  the  will  the 
testator  intended  to  refer  to  after-acquired  estates,  the  codi- 
cil was  unnecessary,  and  therefore,  as  he  assumes  to  dispose 
of  this  property  by  the  codicil,  that  fact  shews  that  he  did 
not  intend  to  include  after-acquired  property  in  the  will 
But  the  testator  must  have  well  known,  that,  though  he  had 
given  the  property  by  his  will  in  such  manner  as  to  put  the 
heir  to  his  election,  still,  if  he  had  bought  other  estates  af- 
terwards, he  could  pass  the  legal  interest  in  them  by  making 
a  codicil  expressly  devising  them,  and  that  would  be  a 
sufficient  reason  for  his  making  this  codicil  without  occa- 
sioning any  necessity  for  departing  from  the  ordinary  sense 

(a)  1  Buss.  &  My.  250. 
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IMC       rftliAir^vdsrf  the  will    A  greai  put  of  tlM 

fior  tlw  eonstmetioii  thi*.  the  words  intibe  wiU  mcMit  qbIji 
audi,  propertj  as  the  tesWxMr  then  had  and  Bugjbt 
tiniie  to  have  ai  his  death,  depends  on  the 
thmt  the  testator  must  he  taken  to  h«T«  known  tha 
har,  and  that  he  ooold  not  dispose  of  this  pvopertjr  bj  tha 
will,  bat  that  a  snhsequent  codicil  was  neoessavjr;  and  np^ 
an  that  ground  it  is  said,  I  ong^  to  hold  that  he  only  in* 
tended  to  do  what  he  had  power  to  do  by  the  wnll;.  and  it 
was  said  that  a  distinctkin  may  be  taken  between  a 
mistake  of  fact  and  a  mistake  of  law,  and  that  though  the 
fixrmer  will  raise  a  case  of  election  the  lattet  will  not 
But  the  eajdUler  cases  were  exactly  the  conyerse  (a).  Scmie 
Judges  haye,  howerer,  hdd  that  election  did  not  arise  ex* 
eept  a  party  knewthat  he  was  actiog  against  the  l^gal 
right,  thou^  it  has  since  been  decided  otherwise;  and  it 
is  now  settled,  that,  whether  the  mistake  be  one  of  fiMt 
or  of  law,  there  is  sufficient  ground  for  raising  %  ease  of 
election* 

The  substantial  question  in  this  case  is».  what  is  the 
effect  of  the  eyents  subsequent  to  the  eoduuU  and  in  soms 
respects  the  case  is  new.  The  testator,  by  his  will,  ^vie 
all  his  future  acquired  estates  to  his  trustees  upon  certain 
trusts,  and  then  he  bought  another  estate  and  had  it  con* 
yeyed  to  him,  and  that  he  deyised  by  the  codicil,  and  no 
question  arises  concerning  it  But  then,  by  the  oodicij^ 
after  reciting  that  he  had  contracted  to  buy  another  estate^ 
he  directed  his  executors  to  complete  the  purchase,  and  to 
hold  that  property  upon  the  trusts  declared  by  the  will;  and 
afterwards  the  t^tator  himself  in  his  lif^ime,  took  a  conr 


(a)  In  CuU  V.  ShotoeU,  Amb.  er  to  dispose  o^  did  not  raise  a 

727,  it  was  held  that  a  devise  of  case  of  election.  But  see  the  cases 

an  estate  which  the  testatrix  er-  cited  in  the  note  there, 
roneously  believed  she  had  pow- 
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Yeyance  of  that  estate  to  usea  to  bar  dower  in  hist  mm       laM. 
fiKTOor,  which  revoked  the  derae  of  it  in  the  codidL 

I  confess  that  it  has  struok  me  that'  a.  case  of  some 
nicety  might  arise,  supposing  the  devise  bj  the  codicil 
to  have  been  to  som»  stranger,  and  not  to  the  trustees 
upon  the  trusts  of  the  will    It  would  seem  very  strong, 
though  perhaps  it  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  my  de** 
cision  in  this  case,  to  say»  if  there  happened  to  be  a  devise 
of  estate  A.f  which  the  testator  had  contracted  to  buy,  to 
one  person,  and  of  estate  B.,  and  all  other  the  testator's 
real  estates,  of  which  he  might  be  seised  at  his  death, 
to  another  person,  and  also  some  gift  to  the  heir,  and  the 
testator  afterwards  took  a  conveyance  to  himself  of  estate 
A,  to  uses  to  bar  dower,  so  that  the  will  would  be  inopera- 
tive, except  as  raising  an  election  against  the  heir,  as 
to  estate  A^  that  this  estate  should  pass  to  the  devisee 
of  B.     For  the  devise  of  it  would  be  inoperative  not 
upon  the  ground  of  any  assumed  change  of  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  testator,  but  from  a  rule  of  law  thai 
he  can  only  devise  under  the  word  '^having''  in  the 
Statute  of  Will%  32  Hen.  8,  c.  1,  lands  of  which  he  is 
seised,  and  as  the  testator  had  not  the  estate  in  A., 
which  he  affected  to  pass  by  his  will^  the  subsequently  ac- 
quired estate  in  A,  would  not  pass.     The  effect  would 
be,  that  the  devisee  of  estate  J5.,  and  of  all  other  the  tes- 
tator's estates  at  his  death,  might  be  able  under  the  doc- 
trine of  election  to  acquire  not  only  all  other  estates  pur- 
chased by  the  testator  after  the  date  of  his  will,  but  also 
that  estate  A.,  as  to  which  no  intention  could  be  inferred 
to  transfer  it  to  him  either  against  the  original  devisee 
thereof  or  the  testator's  heir.    That  seems  to  be  a  remark- 
able result  of  the  doctrine  of  election,  and  I  am  not  clear 
that  the  Court  would  be  driven  so  to  exercise  that  doc- 
trine in  such  a  case.    The  whole  doctrine  proceeds  upon 
intention  so  strongly,  that  it  might  be  possible  for  the  heir 
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to  aigae  in  snch  a  case  that  there  was  at  least  equal  eri- 
dence  of  intention  in  favour  of  the  party  clahning  the 
estate,  under  the  express  devise  of  it  to  him^  and  that 
if  he  had  no  equity  to  call  upon  the  heir  to  oonTey  it 
to  him,  neither  could  the  general  devisee -have  any  such 
equity,  and  therefore  the  heir  might  daim  to  hold  the 
estate.  However,  no  such  case  arises  here,  and  it  is  to 
the  intention  only  that  I  have  to  look.  The  intention 
is  manifest;  that  the  codicil  was  not  to  alter  the  dispo- 
sition in  the  will  by  which  the  after-acquired  estates 
should  be  so  disposed  of  as  to  put  the  heir  to  his  elec- 
tion, but  the  testator  shews  an  anxious  desire  to  give 
effect  to  that  arrangement  by  having  the  subsequently 
purchased  estates  conveyed  to  the  trustees,  so  as  to  give 
them  all  his  property,  whether  in  hand  or  to  be  after- 
wards acquired.  The  estate  has  been  taken  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  will  and  codicil  by  the  rule  of  law  and 
left  to  devolve  upon  the  testator's  heir;  but  being  an  estate 
of  which  the  testator  was  seised  or  possessed  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  by  the  operation  of  the  words  of  ^ft  in  the  will, 
which  put  the  heir  to  his  election,  it  would  have  to  be 
handed  over  to  the  devisee  if  the  heir  elected  to  take  un* 
der  the  will,  or,  if  he  elected  to  take  against  the  will,  com- 
pensation must  be  made  to  the  disappointed  devisee. 

No  doubt  would  have  arisen  if  the  testator  had  sold 
and  afterwards  repurchased  the  estate  subsequently  to  the 
date  of  his  will,  and  I  cannot  distinguish  that  case  from 
the  present  The  doctrine  of  election  having  been  car- 
ried to  the  extent  that  an  heir  taking  nothing  under  the 
will,  as  in  this  case,  is,  nevertheless,  to  be  put  to  his  elec- 
tion, I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that  upon  the  con- 
struction of  this  will  he  must  be  put  to  his  election. 

With  respect  to  the  past  rents,  I  think  that  the  case  of 
Hicka  V.  SaUitt  (a),  and  the  authorities  there  referred  to, 

(a)  To  be  reported  in  3  De  G.,  Mac.  &  G. 
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have  established  a  rule  applicable  to  this  case.  The 
widow  married  again  in  1835,  and  she  thereupon  for- 
feited half  the  estate  which  was  devised  to  her.  It  is 
clear  that  at  that  time  a  bill  might  have  been  filed  to 
put  the  heir  to  his  election,  notwithstanding  the  ques- 
tion which  was  raised  in  Padbury  v.  Clark  (a),  whe- 
ther or  not  a  person  is  bound  to  file  a  bill  before  his  estate 
has  come  into  possession.  A  bill  might  here  have  been  filed 
on  the  widow's  second  marriage,  because  one  moiety  of 
the  property  did  then  come  into  possession.  But  there 
were  three  other  children  besides  the  heir,  and  one  of 
those  attained  twenty-one  in  1840,  another  in  1842,  and 
the  youngest  in  1851.  As  regards  the  first  of  the  two  there 
has  been  an  interval  of  twelve  or  thirteen  years,  and  in 
the  case  of  the  other  of  more  than  ten  years,  without  any 
claim  being  made.  I  think,  therefore,  that  their  case 
is  directly  within  the  principle  of  those  cases  which 
have  decided  that  where  there  has  been  laches  the  Court 
will  not  direct  an  account  of  rents  prior  to  the  filing 
of  the  bill,  and  this  even  in  a  case  of  constructive  trust, 
as  it  was  decided  in  Pettiward  v.  Prescott  (6),  that  no  ex- 
cuse could  be  derived  from  that  fact.  It  is  true,  that 
the  delay  there  was  for  the  longer  period  of  nineteen 
years.  With  regard  to  the  other  child,  it  would  be  v«ry 
hard  to  hold  that  laches  for  two  years  would  prevent  his 
recovering;  and  I  therefore  think,  that,  consistently  with 
the  authorities,  he  is  entitled  to  his  share  of  the  rents  for 
the  whole  period,  and  not  for  six  years  only,  because  the 
heir  must  be  considered  to  have  entered  upon  this  estate 
as  bailiff  for  the  infant  children. 


1854. 


Judgmenl, 


The  questions  must  be  thus  answered: — 

1.  The  freehold  estate  at  Stockwell  descended  to  the 
testator's  heir-at-law. 


(a)  2  Mac  &  G.  298. 


(b)  7  Ves.  641. 
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2.  The  heir  ib,  under  «nd  by  virtue  of  the  will  and  co- 
dicil, bound  to  elect  whether  he  will  take  the  said  Stodt- 
weU  estate  and  abandon  his  interests  under  the  will,  or 
whether  he  will  accept  his  interests  under  the  will;  and  if 
he  does  the  latter,  he  is  in  that  case  bound  to  convey  the 
8tachwM  estate  to  the  trustees  of  the  will  upon  the  trusts 
^reo^  and  to  account  to  the  youngest  child  for  one-eighth 
part  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  StockweU  estate  between 
the  marriage  and  death  of  the  widow,  and  one-fourth  part 
mnce  her  death,  and  to  each  of  the  other  younger  children 
for  one-fourth  part  respectively  of  such  rents  and  profits, 
winch  have  been  received  by  the  heir  since  the  filing  of 
4lie  special  case. 


Aprauth, 


THORNTON  v.  KEMPSON. 


CkariiabUUtet    xHE  testatrix  in  this  cause,  by  her  will  dated  in  1860, 
\^Moi^agi  g^^®  ^^  residuary  personal  estate  to  the  treasurer  or 
treasurers  for  the  time  being  of  the  British  and  Foreign 
Bible  Society,  in  fdrtherance  of  that  institution. 


A  testatrix  be- 
qneathed  to  a 
charity  her  re- 
■idiiaiy  person- 
al estate,  which 

indudedjamong  two  sums  of  lOOOi.  owing  by  the  commissioners  acting  in 
money  lent  up-  pursuancc  of  an  Act  passed  in  the  9th  year  of  Greo.  4,  c 

on  the  security 
of  an  assign- 
ment of  rates 
under  the  pro- 
visions of  an 
ActofParliar 
ment,  which 
also  authorised 
the  levying  of 
such  rates  upon 

the  occupiers  of  houses  in  Birmvngka'niy  to  be  estimated  according  to  the  real  rent  of  such  houses,  and 
to  he  paid  to  certain  collectors,  and  gave  remedies  for  the  recovering  of  such  rates  by  summoning  **■  the 
person  charged  **  before  a  magistiate,  who,  in  case  of  nonpayment,  was  empowered  to  grant  a  war- 
rant to  levy  the  rate  **  by  distress  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  party"  reusing  to  pay,  and  to  sell 
the  same,  and,  in  de£Emlt  of  a  sufficient  distress,  to  commit  the  party  to  prison : — Hdd^  that  this  se- 
curity was  a  **  charge  or  incumbrance  affecting**  real  estate,  within  9  Geo.  2,  c.  86,  s.  8,  and  there- 
fore did  not  pass  by  the  wilL 


Part  of  the  residuary  estate  of  the  testatrix  consisted  of 


liv.,  intituled  '^  An  Act  for  better  paving,  lighting,  watch- 
ing, cleansing,  and  otherwise  improving  the  town  of 
Birmingham  in  the  county  of  Warwick,  and  for  r^ulat- 
ing  the  police  and  markets  of  the  said  town  f  one  of  which 
sums  of  lOOOt  was  secured  by  an  assignment  by  way  of 
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aortgage  in  favour  of  the  testatrix,  of  certain  rates  called 
the  Town-hall  rates,  and  tint  other  was  secured  by  an  as*- 
signment  of  the  same  rates,  by  way  of  mortgage,  in  favour 
otLudnda  Eempson,  a  deceased  sister  of  the  testatrix. 

These  mortgages  were  in  a  short  form  provided  by  the 
Act,  and  purported  to  be  assignments  by  the  commission- 
ers to  the  respective  mortgagees  of  such  proportion  of  the 
Town-hall  rates,  to  be  raised,  and  levied,  and  collected  by 
virtue  of  the  said  Act,  as  the  sum  of  10002.  doth  or  shall 
bear  to  the  whole  sum  which  may  at  any  time  be  borrowed 
or  become  due  and  owing,  or  be  charged  upon  the  credit 
of  the  same  rates,  to  be  had  and  holden  from  the  1st  day 
of  October  until  the  said  sum  of  lOOOZ.,  with  interest  after 
the  rate  of  4Z.  per  cent,  per  annun  far  the  same,  «haU  be 
fully  paid  and  satisfied. 

By  his  report  in  this  suit  the  Master  found  that  these 
sums  were  arising  from  or  connected  with  land;  and  ez^ 
ceptions  were  now  taken  to  this  report  (a). 


«9S 


1854. 


JSMemmL 


(a)  The  following  is  a  short 
statement  of  the  material  sections 
of  the  9  Qeo.  4,  c.  liv.,  the  Act 
referred  to,  under  which  these 
mortgages  were  made  :— 

The  4th  section  of  this  Act  ap- 
pointed certain  persons  and  their 
snccessors  commissioners,  '^for 
putting  the  Act  in  execution.** 
Sect  93  empowered  the  commis- 
sioners to  purchase  land,  and 
buUd  a  town-hall  thereon.  Sect 
96  authorised  them  to  raise 
money  for  that  purpose,  and  pro- 
vided, '^  That  one  or  more  rate 
or  rates,  for  the  purposes  last 
aforesaid,  and  also  for  securing, 


raising,  and  paying  any  moneys 
which  shall  or  may  be  borrowed 
under  the  authority  of  this  Act^ 
£Dr  the  purposes  of  such  puxdiase 
and  erection,  and  the  interest  of 
such  moneys,  and  also  for  answer- 
ing and  satisfying  the  other  pur- 
poses of  this  Act,  in  relation  to 
the  said  town  hall,  shall  be  made, 
levied,  and  assessed  by  the  said 
commissioners,  upon  aU  and 
every  persona  or  person  who  ihaR 
inhabit,  hold,  use,  occupy,  poeeees, 
9»foy,  or  be  etUidediotmy  houee, 
shop,  warehouse^  coach-house, 
stable,  cellar,  vault,  building, 
workshop,    manu&ctoiy,    land, 
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Mr.  W.  M.  JameSy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  BaggaUay  for  ihe  ex- 
ceptions^ nrged  that  these  sums  advanced  on  mortgage 


tenement^  or  hereditam^t  what- 
soever, or  any  part  or  portion" 
thereof^  "being  a  separate  tene- 
ment situate**  in  Birmingham,  to 
be  collected  and  paid  as  therein 
mentioned,  and  to  be  called  **  The 
Town  Hall  rates.'*  Sects.  96  and 
97  provided,  that  such  rates 
should  not  exceed  the  sum  of  six- 
pence in  the  pound  upon  the 
rent  "of  the  property  rated  or 
assessed;**  no  person  to  be  rated 
who  did  not  possess  some  such 
house,  &C.  of  the  yearly  value  of 
16^  at  leasts  the  annual  value  of 
all  such  houses  &c.  to  be  ascer- 
tained by  the  commissioners 
"according  to  the  real  rent  and 
yearly  value  thereof*'  and  the 
rates  to  be  paid  to  the  collectors 
to  be  appointed  by  the  commis- 
sioners, at  such  times  and  in  such 
manner  as  they  should  direct, 
and  to  be  paid  by  the  coUectors 
to  the  commissioners  or  theii* 
bankers.  Sect  98  enacted,  "That^ 
in  case  any  person  or  persons 
charged  with  any  rate  or  rates, 
by  virtue  or  in  pursuance  of  this 
Act)  shall  refuse  or  neglect,  after 
demand  made  by  the  collector  or 
collectors  for  the  time  being,  to 
pay  the  money  rated  or  assessed 
upon  him,  her,  or  them  respec- 
tively, and  all  arrears  thereoi^'* 
such  person  might  be  summoned 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace; 
"and  in  all  cases  where  the  said 
rate,  costs,  and  charges  shall  not 
be  paid  on  the  return  of  such 
summons,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
such  justice  who  shall  have  issued 


the  same,  or  any  other  justice  of 
the  said  county  of  Warwick,  and 
he  is  hereby  authorised  and  re- 
quired, (on  oath  being  made  be- 
fore him  of  the  due  service  of 
such  summons  as  aforesaid),  or 
in  case  such  person  or  persons  so 
refusing  to  pay  as  aforesaid  shall 
have  removed  out  of  the  said  dis- 
trict, then,  on  proof  of  such  sum- 
mons having  been  duly  issued  as 
aforesaid,  to  grant  a  warrant  or 
warrants,  under  his  hand  and 
seal,  authorising  and  directing 
such  collector  or  any  constable  or 
constables,  headborough  or  head- 
boroughs,  beadle  or  beadles,  to 
levy  9uch  rate  or  rates  respective- 
ly, and  all  arrears  thereof^  and 
the  expenses  of  the  summons  and 
of  the  warrant,  by  dUtren  ofih$ 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  party  so 
neglecting  or  refusing;  and  if 
within  five  days  after  such  dis- 
tress or  distresses  shall  be  made^ 
the  said  respective  rates,  and  all 
arrears  thereof  shall  not  be  paid, 
together  with  the  costs  and 
charges  of  taking  and  keeping 
the  same,  it  shall  be  lawfVil  for 
such  collector,  constable  or  con- 
stables, headborough  or  head- 
boroughs,  beadle  or  beadles,  to 
cause  the  said  goods  and  chatteU, 
or  a  sufficient  part  thereof,  to  he 
appraised  and  sold,  rendering  to 
the  said  person  or  persons  the 
overplus,  if  any,  after  deducting 
the  said  rates  or  assessments, 
and  all  arrears  thereof^  and  the 
reasonable  costs  and  charges  at- 
tending such  distress  and  sale^ 
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were  not  interests  affecting  land  within  the  9th  Geo.  2,  c. 
36,  but  were  pure  personalty,  citing  Walker  v.  Milne  (a)^ 

(a)  11  Beav.607. 


1854. 


which  costs  and  charges,  in  case 
of  dispute,  shall  be  settled  and 
ascertained  by  one  of  his  Majes- 
ty*8  justices  of  the  peace  for  the 
said  county  of  Warwick,  and,  in 
drfauU  ofmch  distress,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  justice  or  justices 
to  eommii  such  person  or  persons 
to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  cor' 
reeUon  for  the  said  county,"  for 
ux  months,  or  until  payment  of 
the  rate  and  costs. 

Sect  100  enacted,  "That,  in 
case  any  person  or  persons  shaU 
remove  out  of  or  from,  or  quit 
the '  possession  o^  any  house, 
building,  land,  tenement,  or  he- 
reditament, or  part  of  a  tene- 
ment, before  any  rate  or  rates  to 
be  charged  thereon  by  virtue  of 
this  Act  shall  be  paid  and  dis- 
charged, and  if  any  person  or 
persons  shall  enter  into  the  oc- 
cupation of  any  house,  building, 
land,  tenement,  or  hereditament, 
or  part  of  a  tenement,  out  of  or 
from  which  any  person  or  per- 
sons shall  have  removed  before 
such  rate  or  rates  shall  have  been 
paid  and  discharged,  then  and  in 
every  such  case  the  person  or 
persons  so  removing  out  of  or 
from,  or  quitting  possession  of, 
and  the  person  or  persons  enter- 
ing into  the  occupation  of,  any 
such  house,  building,  land,  tene- 
menty  or  hereditament,  or  part 
of  a  tenement,  shall  be  respectively 
subject  and  liable  to  the  pai/ment 
of  aU  such  rales,  in  proportion  to 
VOL.  I. 


the  time  that  such  person  or  per- 
sons  respectively  shaR  have  pos- 
sessed or  occupied  the  same  respec- 
tively, in  the  same  manner  as  if 
the  person  or  persons  so  remov- 
ing or  quitting  as  aforesaid  had 
remained  in  the  possession  and 
occupation  of  such  house,  build- 
ing, land,  tenement^  or  heredita- 
ment, or  part  of  a  tenement,  or 
the  person  or  persons  so  enter- 
ing into  the  occupation  thereof 
had  been  originally  rated  and  as- 
sessed in  such  rates,  which  pro- 
portion shall,  in  case  of  dispute, 
be  settled  by  any  justice  of  the 
peace  for  the  said  county  of  War- 
wick, whose  determination  shall 
be  final." 

Sect  103  enacted,  "That  where 
any  house,  building,  or  tenement, 
in  respect  whereof  any  rate  shall 
be  made,  shall  be  let  out  in 
apartments  by  the  lessee,  tenant, 
or  landlord,  any  one  or  more  of 
such  lodgers  may  be  deemed  the 
oceupier  or  occupiers  thereof,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and 
every  such  lodger  who  shall  pay 
any  such  rate  or  any  part  there- 
of, or  from  whom  the  same  or 
any  part  thereof  shall  be  reco- 
vered in  pursuance  of  this  Act> 
shall  and  may  deduct  the  same 
from  and  out  of  the  next  rent  due 
and  payable  from  him,  her,  or 
them  to  such  respective  lessee, 
tenant,  or  landlord,  and  the  re- 
ceipt for  such  payment  shall  be 
a  sufficient  discharge  for  such 
T  T  E.  K.  W. 


Atyument. 
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in  which  a  security  by  assignment  of  the  rates  of  the  JJtr- 
min^ham  and  Liverpool  Junction  Canal  Company  was  held 


lodger  or  lodgers  to  hia,  her,  or 
their  landlord,  for  bo  mach  money 
as  he,  she,  or  they  shall  pay  or 
shall  be  levied  on  him,  her,  or 
them  by  virtue  of  this  Act :  Pro- 
vided always,  that  no  snch  lodger 
or  lodgers  shall  at  any  time  be 
required  to  pay,  or  be  subject  or 
liable  to  pay,  any  greater  sum  for 
or  towards  the  discharge  of  the 
said  rates  or  any  of  them,  or  the 
arrears  thereof^  than  the  amount 
of  rent  actually  due  and  payable 
by  such  lodger  or  lodgers  to  the 
lessee,  tenant,  or  landlord  of  the 
premises  occupied  by  him,  her, 
or  them.*' 

Sect.  105  provided,  ''That, 
fcken  a  sufficient  distress  cannot 
be  found,  it  shall  be  laufulforthe 
said  commissioners  to  bring,  or 
cause  to  be  brought,  in  the  name 
of  their  treasurer  or  clerk,  or  of 
any  one  or  more  of  them  the  said 
commissioners,  ani/  action  or  ac- 
tions of  debt  or  any  special  action 
on  the  case  for  all  or  any  of  the 
rates  to  be  made  or  composition 
to  be  paid  by  virtue  of  this  Act" 

Sect  116  enacted,  "For  the 
more  speedily  raising  of  money 
for  erecting  and  maintaining  the 
said  town  hall  and  carrying  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  in  respect 
thereof  into  execution,  be  it  fur- 
ther enacted,  that  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  the  said  commissioners, 
from  time  to  time,  to  borrow  and 
and  take  up  at  interest  such  sum 
or  sums  of  money  as  they  shall 
judge  necessary,  upon  the  credit 
of  the  rates  to  be  made,  levied, 


and  collected  by  virtue  of  this 
Act,  called  The  Town  Hall  Bates, 
and  by  writing  under  their  hands 
and  seals  to  assign  all  or  any  part 
of  the  said  rates  or  aaseflsments 
to  such  person  or  persons  assfaall 
lend  or  advance  money  thereon,  or 
to  his,  her,  or  their  trustee  or  trus- 
tees, as  a  security  for  the  princi- 
pal moneys  to  be  advanced,  with 
lawful  interest  for  the  same;  and 
the  charges  and  expenses  of  such 
assignment  to  be  made  as  herein- 
after mentioned  shall  be^  from 
time  to  time,  defrayed  by  the 
said  commissioners  out  of  the 
money  hereby  authorised  to  be 
raised."  And  sect  107  presccibed 
a  form  in  which  such  mortgage 
was  to  be  made,  which  was  the 
form  adopted  in  this  case. 

Sect  120  enacted,  ''That  the 
moneys  to  be  produced  firom  the 
said  rates  to  be  called  the  Town 
Hall  Bates,  and  to  be  borrowed 
or  advanced  upon  mortgage  or 
at  interest  upon  the  credit  or 
security  of  the  said  rates,  and  all 
other  moneys  relating  to  the  said 
town  hall  to  be  received  by  the 
said  commissioners  by  virtue  of 
this  Act,  shall  be  applied,  in 
the  first  place,  in  paying  and 
discharging  one  fourth  part  of 
the  expenses  attending  the  ob- 
taining and  passing  of  this  Act; 
and,  in  the  next  place,  in  pay- 
ing, from  time  to  time,  the  in- 
terest of  the  principal  money  to 
be  borrowed  as  aforesaid,  and  in 
carrying  into  execution  the  seve- 
ral purposes  of  this  Act  in  rela- 
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not  to  be  ''  a  charge  or  incumbrance  affecting"  land  within 
the  9th  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  a  3;  Nightingale  v.  Ooulhurn{a\ 
Askton  V.  Lord  LangdaleQ)),  in  which  a  mortgage  of  a 
railway  company's  undertaking,  rates,  and  tolls,  was  held 
to  be  within  the  Act,  the  "tolls"  being  plainly  an  incum- 
brance on  land;  Sparling  v.  Parker (c),  where  shares  in  a 
gas-light  and  dock  company,  which  possessed  real  estate 
for  the  purposes  of  their  undertaJcing;  Myers  v.  Perigai(d), 
in  which  shares  in  a  joint  stock  bank  similarly  circum- 
stanced were  held  not  to  be  within  the  Act;  The  King  v. 
Baie(e),  where  securities  upon  the  credit  of  the  parish  rates 
under  the  35th  Geo.  3,  c.  73,  and  53  Geo.  3,  c.  163,  were 
held  not  to  be  chattels,  but  to  come  within  the  statutes  of 
mortmain,  the  rates  in  that  case  by  the  1 92nd  sect  being 
actually  charged  upon  untenanted  houses;  and  Finch  y. 
Squire (f)',  and  referring  to  the  various  sections  of  the  9 
Geo.  4,  a  liv.,  the  Act  under  which  the  mortgages  were 
made,  which  are  stated  shortly  in  the  note. 

Mr.  C.  Roupell  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Cole,  contrk,  were  not  heard. 


1854. 


ArgumenL 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  have  considered  this  question,  and  I  think  that  the 
cases  cited  shew  clearly  that  these  mortgages  are  affected 
by  the  statute. 


Judgment, 


The  ground  of  Sir    W.  Orant's  decision  in  Finch  v. 


tion  to  the  said  town  hall ;  and 
the  residue  thereof  shall,  from 
time  to  time,  be  applied  in  pay- 
ing off  the  principal  moneys  to 
be  borrowed  in  manner  afore- 
said." 


(a)  2  PL  594. 

(6)  15  Jur.  86a 

(c)  9  Beav.  450. 

(rf)  2  De  G.,  Mac.  &  G.  599. 

(«)  3  Price,  341. 

(/)  lOVes.41. 
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Squire  (a)  was,  that  in  truth,  when  a  person  is  charged  in 
respect  of  his  occupying  a  piece  of  ground,  it  is  a  chaige 
upon  the  land  itself.  Suppose  it  was  provided  that  the 
owner  of  a  certain  farm  should  always  pay  towards  the 
Judgment,  support  of  a  church  or  hospital  a  particular  yearly  sum, 
and  no  remedy  was  given  against  the  land,  but  only  an 
action  for  debt  against  the  owner,  and  a  right  of  distress 
upon  his  goods  and  chattels,  (the  largest  words  used  in 
the  9th  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  are  "  any  charge  or  incumbrance  af- 
fecting or  to  affect"  real  estate,)  it  would  be  a  very  strong 
construction  to  say,  that  the  land  was  not  "affected,''  by 
its  being  the  necessary  consequence  of  a  man's  entering 
into  possession  of  it,  that  the  moment  he  did  so  he  would 
become  bound  to  contribute  to  the  maintenance  of  a  par- 
ticular church  or  hospital.  Independently  of  any  ques« 
tion  of  political  economy,  the  land  itself  must  be  con- 
sidered materially  affected  by  the  owner  being  subject  to 
such  an  obligation.  It  would  not  be  possible  to  let  it 
upon  the  same  terms  as  if  there  were  no  such  charge. 
The  burthen  is  tied  to  the  estate,  for  the  moment  a  man 
obtains  the  possession  of  it,  he  incurs  the  liability  by  vir- 
tue of  his  possession. 


I  think  that  these  rates  come  within  precisely  the  same 
principle.  I  agree  that  the  provision  in  the  103rd  section 
of  this  Act,  that  a  lodger  may  deduct  the  rate  from  his 
rent,  is  only  a  mode  of  realising  the  charge  upon  the  pro- 
perty. But  the  landlord  loses  so  much  rent,  though  the 
occupier  is  the  person  assessed,  and  therefore  the  land  it- 
self is  affected. 

It  was  generally  thought,  before  the  recent  decisions, 
that  any  share  or  interest  in  any  company  which  received 
.  profits  out  of  land  was  within  the  Act    The  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, however,  in  Bligh  v.  Brent{b),  held  that  the  holder 


(o)  10  Ve8.41. 


(6)  2  Y.  &  C.  Exch.  268. 
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of  such  a  share  had  no  interest  in  land;  but  that,  being  a 
shareholder  in  a  corporate  body,  his  right  as  such  never 
could  become  a  right  or  interest  in  real  property;  it  was 
only  a  right  to  receive  a  share  of  profits  from  the  corporate 
body.  So  that  if  it  be  a  share  in  a  corporation,  it  does  not 
matter  what  the  nature  of  their  property  may  be.  I  think 
that  the  case  oi  Myers  v.  Perigalid)  goes  further.  When 
the  company  is  not  a  corporation,  the  shareholders'  in- 
terest may  possibly,  on  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
be  an  interest  in  land;  but  it  was  held  in  that  case  that  if 
the  company  be  a  trading  company,  such  an  interest  is 
not  in  the  nature  of  real  property.  For  instance,  if  the 
company  were  a  brewing  company,  not  incorporated,  pos- 
sessing public-houses  and  other  property  of  that  kind, 
such  houses  and  property  could  not  be  considered  to  be 
real  estate  within  the  Act 


18M. 

Thornton 

p. 
Kbmpson. 

JvdgmenL 


It  is  said,  that  these  mortgages  are  by  assignment  of 
the  rates  when  collected;  and  that  the  commissioners  are 
the  persons  to  collect  them,  and  must  be  taken  to  have 
them  in  their  hands  in  the  shape  of  money  at  the  time  of 
the  mortgage,  and  thus  the  mortgagee  cannot  have  an  in- 
terest in  property  in  the  nature  of  a  charge  affecting 
the  land  itself,  but  only  affecting  the  money  so  in  the 
hands  of  the  commissioners.  But  I  do  not  think  that 
view  to  be  correct.  When  commissioners  have  the  power 
of  raising  rates,  I  can  only  consider  them  to  be  like 
those  corporate  bodies  who  have  the  power  of  collecting 
rates,  tolls,  and  dues;  and  if  such  a  corporation  mortgage 
the  whole  fund,  they  pass  all  their  interest,  including 
their  right  of  raising  it  out  of  the  land ;  and  that  was  mainly 
the  ground  of  the  decision  of  the  Lord  Justice  Knight 
Bruce,  when  Vice  Chancellor,  in  the  case  oiAshion  v.  Lord 
LangdaleQ)),     Here  the  commissioners  have  a  direct  in^ 


(a)  2  De  G.  Mac.  &  G.  599. 


(6)  15  Jut.  868. 
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terest  in  the  rates  collected  or  to  be  collected,  and  It  is  an 
interest  essentiaUj  affecting  land.  They  have  mortgaged 
a  part  only  of  them,  but  that  makes  no  difference,  for  the 
mortgagee  is  at  all  events  a  tenant  in  common  of  the  pro- 
portion included  in  the  mortgage.  With  that  proportion 
they  have  assigned  the  power  of  collecting  the  rates;,  and 
every  one  of  the  mortgagees  is  entitled  not  only  to  the 
money  raised,  or  an  action  or  snit  against  the  mortgagors 
for  not  raising  it,  but  also  to  have  the  powers  of  the  com- 
missioners for  that  purpose  put  in  force,  either  by  a  num- 
damns  at  law,  or  a  receiver  in  equity.  If  so,  that  right  is 
affected  to  be  given  by  this  bequest  to  the  Bible  Society ; 
and  if  they  could  take  under  it,  they  might  levy  this  rate, 
if  not  by  their  own  hands,  as  standing  under  the  mortgage 
deeds  in  the  place  of  the  commissioners,  at  least  with  the 
assistance  of  the  Courts  of  law  or  equity. 

The  exceptions  must  therefore  be  overruled. 


May  ML  i^  CLIVE  v.  CLIVE. 

4th.  -w- 

wm—skarn  UOHN  CLIVE,  by  his  will,  dated  in  November,  1852, 
^c^npany"^  g^vc  and  bequeathed  to  his  wife  Mary,  during  her  life  or 
OMM—Divt-      widowhood,  "  the  interest  and  annual  inci)me  arising  from 

Calls  made  npon  shares  in  an  incorporated  company  alter  the  death  of  the  owner  are  payable  cot 
of  his  general  personal  estate,  and  not  by  the  legatee  for  life  under  a  gift  of  all  the  testator's  shares 
in  the  company. 

By  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company,  their  net  profits  were  to  be  dirided  rat»- 
ably  to  such  an  amount  as  should  be  declared  at  their  half-yearly  meeting,  and  were  to  be  paid  with* 
in  twenty-one  days  afterwards;  and  it  was  proyided,  that  a  shareholder  was  not  to  receive  any  diTi- 
dend  after  the  period  at  which  he  ceased  to  be  a  proprietor  of  shares;  but  the  diridends  on  such  shares 
were  to  continue  in  suspense  until  some  other  person  should  have  become  proprietor  of  them.  A 
shareholder  died  sixty-nine  days  after  the  half-yearly  meeting  at  which  a  dividend  was  decUred,  bnt 
before  notice  had  been  given  that  such  dividend  was  payable,  having  by  his  will  bequeathed  the  in- 
terest and  annual  income  arising  from  all  his  shares  to  one  for  life,  and  then  to  others: — //e^fl,  that 
the  dividend  belonged  to  the  legatee  for  life,  and  not  to  the  general  personal  estate  of  the  testator. 

In  the  case  of  a  specific  legacy  of  Bank  Stock,  if  the  testator  has  died  a  few  daj's  before  the  divi- 
dend day,  the  legatee  would  take  the  dividend  although  payable  in  respect  of  profits  earned  during 
the  testator's  life. 
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all  my  shares  in  the  Peninsular  and  Oriental  Steam  Navi- 
gation Company,  and  from  my  Birmingham  gas  shares;" 
and  after  her  decease  or  marriage,  the  testator  bequeathed 
the  same  to  other  persons;  and  he  appointed  Henry  Clive 
his  executor. 
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The  testator  died  on  the  11th  of  November,  1852. 

At  the  time  of  his  death  he  was  entitled  to  170  old  or 
original  shares  in  the  Peninsular  and  Oriental  Steam  Navi- 
gation Company,  and  also  to  eighty-five  new  shares  in 
the  same  company,  which  last  were  allotted  to  him  in  the 
month  of  March,  1851,  in  right  of  the  170  old  or  original 
shares.  Fifty  only  of  the  original  shares  were  in  the 
month  of  July,  1852,  registered  in  his  name  in  the  books 
of  the  said  company,  the  remainder  having  been  trans- 
ferred by  the  testator  into  the  names  of  other  persons  as 
security  for  sums  of  money  advanced  to  him. 

The  company  was  incorporated  in  the  year  1840,  and 
its  original  capital  was  1,000,000/.,  divided  into  20,000 
shares  of  501  each.  This  capital  was  subsequently  in- 
creased by  the  addition  of  the  sum  of  500,000Z.  divided 
into  10,000  shares  of  50Z.  each. 


The  said  old  or  original  shares  had  been  purchased  by 
the  testator,  and  had  been  assigned  to  him  by  indentures, 
each  of  which  was  expressed  to  be  made  between  the 
vendor  of  the  shares  thereby  assigned  of  the  first  part,  the 
testator  of  the  second  part,  and  the  company  of  the  third 
part  By  these  indentures  the  said  shares  were  assigned 
to  the  testator,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
subject  to  the  terms  of  the  company's  charter  of  incorpor- 
ation and  deed  of  settlement,  and  the  various  rules,  orders, 
bye-laws,  and  restrictions  of  the  company,  as  the  ven- 
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dor  held  the  same  immediately  before  the  execation  of  the 
respective  indentures;  and  the  testator  thereby  agreed  to 
take  and  accept  the  said  shares,  subject  to  the  same 
terms,  rules,  orders,  bye-laws,  restrictions,  and  conditiona 
And  he  also  thereby  covenanted,  for  himself,  his  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  with  the  said  company, 
that  he,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  would 
abide  by  all  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  said  company, 
and  the  provisions  and  declarations  in  the  said  charter 
and  deed  of  settlement  contained,  as  well  in  respect  of  the 
said  shares  as  in  respect  of  any  share  or  shares  of  the 
said  company,  to  which  he  might  thereafter  be  entitled, 
and  in  all  respects  as  if  he  had  been  a  party  to  and  ex- 
ecuted the  said  indenture  of  settlement  (a). 


(a)  The  following  are  the  ma- 
terial clauses  of  the  deed  of  set- 
tlement of  the  company : — 

12a  ''The  net  profits  of  the 
company  skaU  in  every  half  year 
be  divided  rateably  amongst  the 
proprietors,  to  such  amount  as  the 
board  of  directors  shall  from  time 
to  time  decide  upon^  and  as  shall 
be  declared  at  the  annual  and  half- 
yearly  general  meeting.** 

127.  "  That  the  board  of  direc- 
tors shall  cause  every  dividend 
to  be  paid  at  the  principal  office 
for  the  time  being  of  the  compa- 
ny, within  twenty-one  days  after 
the  same  shall  have  been  declared, 
three  days  previous  notice  being 
given  by  advertisement,  or  by 
letter,  to  all  proprietors." 

128.  "  That  the  owners  of  the 
said  shares  in  the  said  under- 
taHing  shall  be  entitled  to  a  di- 
vidend of  such  profits,  rateably, 
according  to  the  amount  of  the 
instalments  on  the  said  shares, 


which  shall  have  actually  been 
paid  up." 

Clause  131  empowered  the 
board  of  directors  to  make  fur- 
ther calls  of  6L  each  on  all  the 
proprietors  or  holders  of  any 
of  the  shares,  the  instalments  cm 
which  were  not  paid  np. 

132.  ''That  every  present  or 
future  proprietor  or  holder  shall 
pay,  without  fiiil,  every  instal- 
ment on  or  before  the  day  ap- 
pointed for  payment  thereof  and 
shall  also  pay  such  interest  for 
the  same  in  case  of  default  as 
hereinafter  mentioned.** 

Clause  133  provided,  that  the 
board  of  directors  should  give 
one  calendar  month's  previous 
notice,  by  letter,  of  every  such 
call  to  all  proprietors  or  share- 
holders ;  and  that  in  every  such 
notice  should  be  expressed  the 
amount  of  the  instalment  for  the 
time  being  called  for,  and  the 
day  and  place  of  payment    And 
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All  the  calls  payable  in  respect  of  the  1 70  old  or  origiDal 
shares  had  been  fully  paid  at  the  times  when  the  testator 
purchased  the  same.  The  first,  second,  third,  and  fourth 
calls  or  instalments  of  5L  each,  payable  in  respect  of  the 
new  shares,  had  been  duly  paid  at  the  time  of  the  tes- 
tator's death. 


1854. 


Siat&mmt 


On  the  25th  of  November,  1852,  (being  subsequently  to 
the  testator's  death)  the  directors  made  a  fifth  call  of  5t 
per  share  on  the  new  shares,  to  be  paid  on  or  before  the 
1st  of  January,  1853. 

The  usual  half-yearly  dividend  meeting  of  the  company 
was  held  on  the  4th  of  September,  1852,  and  a  dividend 
was  declared  at  4Z.  per  cent.,  computed  with  reference  to 
the  earnings  of  the  company  from  the  25th  of  March  to 
the  29th  of  September,  1851. 

On  the  23rd  of  December,  1852,  the  secretary  of  the 


also,  that,  in  default  of  payment, 
interest  after  the  rate  of  £5  per 
cent,  would  be  required  on  every 
such  instalment ;  and  that,  in  de- 
fault of  payment  within  three 
calendar  months  after  the  day 
appointed,  the  share  or  shares  of 
the  proprietor  or  holder  making 
default,  and  all  the  benefits  and 
advantages  whatsoever  attend- 
ing the  same,  should  be  liable  to 
be  forfeited  for  the  benefit  of  the 
company. 

Clause  136  provided  for  the 
forfeiture  of  the  shares  in  such 
last-mentioned  event. 

146.  **That  the  executors  or 
administrators  of  deceased  pro- 
prietors shall  alone  be  considered 
as  the  holders  of  shares  of  such 


deceased  proprietors.'' 

147.  "That  the  holders  of  any 
share*  in  the  company  shall  not 
be  entitled  to  any  of  the  rights  of 
proprietors  in  respect  of  such 
shares,  and  shaU  not  receive  any 
dividends  or  other  profits  which 
shall  be  declared  on  such  shares 
after  the  period  at  which  they 
ceased  to  be  proprietors  thereof; 
but  that  such  dividends  or  other 
profits  shall  remain  in  suspense 
until  some  person  shall  have  be- 
come proprietor  in  respect  of  the 
sameP 

Certain  formalities  were  also 
prescribed  for  the  transfer  of 
shares  to  the  executor  on  the  de- 
cease of  the  proprietor. 
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company  forwarded  to  Henry  Clxve^  as  executor  of  the 
testator,  a  warrant  for  the  amount  of  this  dividend,  pay- 
able on  the  eighty-five  new  shares  and  fifty  old  sbares, 
which  were  standing  in  the  testator's  name  at  the  time  of 
his  death.  This  warrant  was  expressed  to  be  for  a  "  divi- 
dend at  the  rate  of  U,  per  cent  for  the  six  months  ending 
30th  September,  1852,"  and  was  payable  on  or  after  the 
23rd  of  December,  1852. 

These  facts  were  stated  in  a  special  case,  in  which  the 
executor  was  Plaintifi^,  and  the  questions  were: — ^Whether 
the  fifth  call  of  bl,  per  share  made  on  the  new  shares,  and 
any  future  calls  which  might  be  made  on  such  shares 
during  the  widowhood  of  the  Defendant  Mary  Clive^  ought 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  general  residuary  personal  estate 
of  the  testator,  or  by  the  Defendant  Mary  Clive  out  of 
her  own  moneys;  And  whether  the  said  dividend  on  the 
shares  formed  part  of  the  residuary  personal  estate  of  the 
testator,  or  was  payable  to  the  Defendant  Mary  Clive. 


ArffumenL  Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Karslake,  for  the  Plaintiff,  the 
executor. — The  calls  must  be  paid  by  the  legatee  of  the 
shares,  and  not  out  of  the  testator's  general  estate.  It 
was  so  decided  in  Jacques  v.  Chambers  (a) ;  and  the  decision 
in  Blov/nt  v.  Hipkins  (b)  proceeded  upon  the  fact  that  the 
testator  had  taken  the  obligation  upon  himself  personally 
by  his  covenant  [Mr.  Bovill  referred  to  Jacques  v.  Cham- 
hers  (c),  where,  upon  a  rehearing.  Vice  Chancellor  Knigkt 
Bruce  held,  that  the  testator's  general  estate  was  liable 
to  pay  the  calls  on  the  shares.]  Tlie  dividend  warrant 
must  be  part  of  the  testator's  general  personal  estate.  Un- 
received  dividends  of  stock  do  not  pass  under  a  bequest 
of  dividends:  Shore  y.  Weekly  (d). 


(a)  2  Coll.  435. 
(6)  7  Sim.  61. 


(c)  4  Eailw.  Cas.  499. 

(d)  3  De  G.  &  S.  467. 


CASES  IN  CHANCEBY. 
Mr.  BoviU  and  Mr.  T.  H.  TerreU  for  other  parties. 

Vice-Chancellob. — The  question  concerning  the  calls 
must  be  answered  according  to  the  decision  in  Jacques  v. 
Chambers  (a),  which  seems  to  have  settled  the  point.  The 
fifth  call  and  all  future  calls  on  the  new  shares  must  be 
paid  out  of  the  general  personal  estate  of  the  testator. 
Upon  the  question  of  the  right  to  the  dividend  I  wish  to 
hear  the  Defendant's  counsel 


605 


1854. 


ArgumenL 


Mr.  W.  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  W.  Morris^  for  Mrs. 
Clive. — The  dividend  belongs  to  the  legatee  for  life,  for  it 
was  not  due  under  the  settlement  until  declared  payable 
by  the  directors.  [Vice-chancellor. — The  dividend  was 
actually  earned  before  the  testator's  death.  Is  it  not  like 
the  profits  of  a  partnership  which  have  accrued  due?] 
But  the  dividend  did  not  exist  until  it  was  made  payable. 
The  directors  have  to  make  deductions  from  the  profits  to 
meet  contingent  liabilities  before  they  can  declare  a  divi- 
dend. The  general  practice  is  to  carry  over  in  a  very  pro- 
fitable half  year  a  part  of  the  profits  to  the  next  half 
year,  to  equalise  the  dividends.  [The  Vicb-Chancbllob 
referred  to  the  147th  clause.] 

Mr.  Karshke  in  reply. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

Upon  the  first  argument  of  this  question,  I  confess  I 
felt  considerable  inclination  against  my  present  opinion; 
for,  regarding  these  dividends  as  the  profits  of  a  partner  in 
a  concern,  it  seems  prima  facie  difficult  to  say,  if  the  part- 
nership, for  their  own  convenience,  wish  to  defer  the  divi- 


JudgtMMt, 


(a)  4  Eailw.  Cas. ' 
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sion'of  their  profits  for  a  given  time,  and  still  more  if  any 
delay  occurs  from  the  negligence  of  the  partners,  that,  on 
the  death  of  one  of  them  before  such  division,  the  profits 
which  accrued  during  his  life  in  respect  of  his  share  should 
not  form  part  of  his  personal  estate. 

But  the  testator  must  be  considered  to  have  known  ex* 
actly  how  his  interest  in  this  company  was  given  to  him 
under  their  deed  of  settlement,  and  to  have  been  ac- 
quainted with  those  provisions  of  the  deed  by  which  the 
profits  are  made  payable  at  a  different  period  from  the 
time  of  their  declaration. 

I  do  not  think  that  any  distinction  can  be  founded  upon 
the  use  of  the  words  '^  interest  and  annual  income  arising 
from  all  my  shares,""  instead  of  a  gift  of ''  the  dividends  of 
all  my  shares."  It  would  be  a  very  inconvenient  con- 
struction to  say,  that,  by  the  use  of  a  particular  phraseo- 
logy, the  testator  meant  to  point  out  some  period  when  the 
profits  of  his  shares  accrued  due  other  than  the  time  fixed 
for  payment,  and  thus  to  apportion  the  income  between 
his  estate  and  the  legatee.  I  must  therefore  consider  that 
this  dividend  accrued  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
treat  the  case  as  analogous  to  a  specific  legacy  of  Bank 
Stock,  where  the  testator  has  died  a  few  days  before  the 
time  for  payment  of  a  dividend.  In  such  a  case  the  legatee 
would  take  that  dividend,  though  it  might  be  payable  in 
respect  of  profits,  which,  in  fact,  accrued  during  the  life- 
time of  the  testator.  But  the  147th  clause  of  the  com- 
pany's deed  puts  the  matter  beyond  all  doubt  (a). 

By  that  clause  it  is  clear,  that,  the  moment  a  person 
ceases  to  be  a  proprietor,  although  the  whole  profit  accrued 
due  during  his  proprietorship,  he  is  not  to  be  entitled  to  it 


(a)  Supra,  p.  603. 
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until  the  time  fixed  for  payment;  and,  therefore,  if  these 
shares  had  been  specifically  bequeathed,  and  the  executor 
had  assented  to  the  bequest,  the  testator  having  ceasj^  to 
be  a  proprietor  before  the  dividend  was  declared,  the 
legatee  would  have  become  the  proprietor  of  the  shares, 
and  would  be  entitled  to  the  dividend.  It  would  not  sig- 
nify that  the  formal  transfer  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
society  had  not  been  made,  because,  by  the  terms  of  the 
deed,  the  dividend  is  to  be  held  in  suspense  until  that  is 
done;  but  on  making  himself  the  proprietor  he  would  be 
entitled  to  the  dividend.  The  testator  s  estate  is  there- 
fore not  entitled  to  these  dividends  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case;  and  the  second  alternative  of  the  last 
question  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative. 


STEDMAN  V.  HART. 


May  Uih, 


sons,  WiUiara  Hart  and  James  Hart,  were  appointed  com- 
mittees of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  lunatic. 


XN  1840  a  commission  of  lunacy  was  issued  at  the  suit  Lwuuy-^Cosit 
of  WUHani'Hart  and  Oliver  Brand  against  Jeremiah  Hart,  "^chwmo"^ 
under  which  he  was  found  lunatic  in  January,  1841,  as  Sf^'^^  o/i*- 

mUatioiu. 

from  the  10th  of  February,  1840;  and,  in  June,  1841,  his         

An  order  in  lu- 
nacy directing 
the  taxation 
of  the  costa, 
charges,  and  ez- 

The  lunatic  was  possessed  of  some  real  estate,  part  of  pensw  incurred 

,  .  ,  .  ,      ^  1,  ^  ty  the  sohcitors 

which  was  in  mortgage,  and  of  a  very  small  amount  of  employed  in 

1  .  prosecutinff  the 

personal  property.  commiwion  in 

lunacy,and  snb- 

The  same  solicitors  acted  in  the  prosecution  of  the  com-  aoiicitori^of  the^ 

committeea,and 
directinff  an  in- 
quiry whether 
it  would  be  fit 
and  proper  to  raise  these  costs  &c.  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  lunatic^s  real  estate,  did  not  consti- 
tute them  a  judgment  debt,  nor  make  them  a  charge  in  equity  upon  such  real  estate;  but  such  costs, 
&c  were  considered  as  a  simple  contract  debt  due  by  the  lunatic  for  necessaries. 

The  lapse  of  six  years,  during  the  lunatic's  life,  will  not  bar  a  debt  of  this  description;  for  the 
Court  of  Chancery  will  take  judicial  notice  in  a  suit  to  obtain  payment  out  of  his  assets  after  hit 
death,  that  any  action  against  the  lunatic  for  the  recorery  of  the  claim  would  haye  been  restrained 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  petition  in  lunacy. 

An  action  of  debt  for  necessaries  supplied  will  lie  against  a  lunatic. 


mission,  and  for  the  committees  in  the  lunacy. 
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On  the  22nd  of  March,  1842,  the  Lord  Chancellor,  upon 
the  petition  of  the  committees,  made  an  order  in  lunacy, 
referring  it  to  the  Master  '^to  tax  the  reasonable  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  of  the  said  WilUam  Hart  tLnd  Oliver 
Brand,  incurred  in  and  about  the  suing  out  and  prosecut- 
ing the  commission  of  lunacy,  and  also  their  reasonable 
and  proper  costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  and  those  of  the 
said  James  Hart,  and  of  the  several  next  of  kin  of  the  said 
lunatic,  incurred  in  and  about  the  said  matter  subse- 
quently to  the  issuing  of  the  said  commission,  and  of  and 
incident  to  and  consequent  upon  that  application,''  and 
the  lunatic's  debts,  and  the  principal  and  interest  due  on 
the  said  mortgages;  "and  to  inquire  and  certify  whether, 
under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  said  petition,  it 
would  be  fit  and  proper,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  lu- 
natic, that  the  amount  of  the  aforesaid  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses,  when  taxed,  and  also  the  debts,  if  any,  which  he 
might  find  to  be  due  and  owing  by  the  said  lunatic,  and 
the  amount  due  for  principal  and  interest  upon  the  said 
mortgages  respectively,  should  be  raised  by  sale  or  mort- 
gage of  the  whole,  or  any  and  what  part  of  the  said  lunatic's 
freehold  estate.  And  in  case  the  Master  should  approve 
of  a  sale  for  that  purpose,  then  he  was  to  certify  by  whom 
and  at  what  time  and  place  the  same  should  be  sold;  or  in 
case  the  said  Master  should  approve  of  a  mortgage,  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  the  said  debts,  mortgages,  and  costs, 
then  he  was  to  certify  at  what  rate  of  interest  the  same 
should  be  raised." 


By  reason  of  the  small  amount  of  the  lunatic's  income, 
the  taxation  of  the  said  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  un- 
der the  order  was  deferred;  and  on  the  14th  of  January, 
1848,  pending  the  proceedings  for  that  purpose,  the  lunatic 
died. 


Before  the  issuing  of  the  commission,  the  lunatic  had 
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made  his  will,  dated  the  27th  of  March,  1834;  and  thereby, 
after  appointing  the  said  William  Hart  and  James  Hart 
his  executors,  the  testator  devised  and  bequeathed  his  real 
and  personal  estate  in  their  favour. 

By  an  order  in  the  matter  of  the  lunacy,  dated  the  4th 
of  June,  1852,  the  Lords  Justices,  upon  the  petition  of  the 
solicitors  in  the  lunacy,  ordered  "  that  it  be  referred  to 
the  Taxing  Master  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  rota- 
tion, to  tax  and  certify  the  costs  properly  incurred  to  the 
said  solicitors  in  the  lunacy,  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
mittees of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  said  lunatic  in  the 
matter  of  the  said  lunacy;  and  that  the  said  Master  should 
distinguish  and  certify  the  costs  so  incurred  before  the 
death  of  the  said  lunatic,  from  those,  if  any,  incurred  since 
his  death,  and  the  amount  thereof  respectively;  and  that, 
in  case  any  special  circumstances  respecting  the  costs  afore- 
said should  appear  on  such  taxation,  the  same  should  be 
certified  by  the  said  Master;  and  that  the  said  order  should 
be  without  prejudice  to  any  question  as  to  whether  the 
Plaintiffs  had  any  claim  upon  the  assets  of  the  said  lunatic 
in  respect  of  the  said  costs." 

On  the  31st  of  May,  1853,  the  Taxing  Master  certified 
that  he  had  taxed  the  costs  properly  incurred  to  the  said 
solicitors  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  William  Hart  and 
Oliver  Brand,  and  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  committees  of 
the  person  and  estate  of  the  said  late  lunatic  in  the  mat- 
ter of  the  said  lunacy  at  the  sum  of  3152.  16«.  9(2.;  and  he 
found  that  315t  lOs.  Id,  part  thereof,  was  incurred  before 
the  day  of  the  death  of  the  said  lunatic;  and  that  the  sum 
of  6«.  8(2.  was  the  amount  of  costs  incurred  since  his 
death. 


1854. 


StatemenU 


By  a  further  order,  made  on  the  3rd  of  June,  1853,  by 
the  Lords  Justices  upon  the  petition  of  the  solicitors,  their 
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Lordships  declared  the  costs  so  taxed  by  the  said  Master  at 
the  sum  of  31  bt  \%s.  9d.  to  have  been  ''  properly  incurred" 
for  the  benefit  of  the  said  late  lunatic  Jeremiah  Hart 

The  solicitors  now  filed  their  bill  against  the  executors 
of  the  lunatic,  praying,  thattheorderoftheLord  High  Chan- 
cellor of  the  22nd  of  March,  1842,  might  be  declared  to  have 
created  a  charge  upon  the  lunatic's  real  estate  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  thereby  directed  to  be  taxed,  and  that  (if 
necessary)  such  charge  might  be  enforced  for  the  benefit  of 
the  plaintiffs ;  and  that  the  specifically  devised  lands  and 
hereditaments  might  contribute  rateably  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  such  charge,  r^ard  being  had  to  the  rights  and 
interests  of  the  defendants  respectively  in  such  lands  and 
hereditaments,  or  for  administration  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  testator  in  the  usual  way. 


Arffununu         Mr.  RoU^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Prendergast  for  the  plaintifik 

The  order  to  tax  the  plaintiff's  costs  made  them  a  charge 
in  equity  upon  the  lunatic's  real  estates.  The  18th  sec- 
tion of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1  JO  gives  to  orders  in  lunacy  to  pay 
money  the  effect  of  judgments;  and  an  order  to  tax  cost« 
is  an  order  to  pay  them,  at  law  and  in  equity:  Jones  v. 
Williams  (a);  and  creates  an  equitable  lien  upon  the  luna- 
tic's real  estate:  Bamesley  v.  PoweU(b\  Wilson  v.  Met- 
calfe (c);  and  if  there  be  such  an  equitable  charge,  it  can- 
not be  barred  by  the  lapse  of  six  years  since  it  originated. 
At  any  rate,  this  was  money  "  expended  for  the  necessary 
protection  of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  lunatic,''  and  is 
A  valid  debt  against  his  estate:  Williams  v.  Wenhuorih(d); 
and  time  did  not  begin  to  run  against  this  debt  until  the 


(a)  8  M.  &  W.  349. 
(6)  Amb.  102. 


(c)  1  Riiss.  636. 
Id)  6  Beav.  325. 
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death  of  the  lunatic:  Tayler  v.  Tayler{a),  Wentworth  v. 
Tvib(bl 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Orenside,  for  the  Defendants. 
— ^The  order  to  tax  the  costs  is  not  a  judgment,  but 
simply  like  the  order  obtained  to  tax  a  solicitor's  bill ;  and 
the  claim,  being  merely  for  a  simple  contract  debt,  is  barred 
by  the  lapse  of  time:  Wilkinson  v.  Wilkinson(c)y  Chester 
V.  Rolfe(d), 

The  reply  was  not  heard. 


1864. 


Argument, 


Viob-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  think  that  I  must  treat  the  costs  incurred  in  this  case 
as  a  debt  for  necessaries  supplied  to  the  lunatic,  and  imply 
a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  lunatic  for  that  purpose.  It 
is  argued  for  the  defendants,  that,  in  that  case,  an  action 
might  have  been  brought  against  the  lunatic — as  no  doubt 
it  might  (6);  and  that,  therefore,  as  no  proceedings  have 
been  taken  for  six  years,  nothing  can  prevent  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  to  bar  the  claim.  But 
I  have  considerable  doubt  whether  that  is  the  correct 
view  in  a  case  of  this  description.  Suppose  the  lunatic 
had  been  placed  in  an  asylum  under  the  direction  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor  in  lunacy,  and  there  supplied  with  the 
necessaries  of  life,  and  that  payment  for  these  was  not  en- 
forced for  seven  or  eight  years  during  the  lunacy. — Would 
this  Court  say  that  time  had  run  against  all  the  demands? 
I  think  that  the  Court  would  take  notice  of  these  circum- 
stances, and  of  the  certainty  that  the  moment  any  action 


Judgment, 


(a)  3  Mac  &  G.  426. 

(ft)  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  171;  2  Id. 
637. 

(c)  9  Hare,  204, 

id)  18  Jur.  114. 
VOL.  I.  U  U 


(e)  See  Baxter  v.  The  Earl  of 
Portsmouth,  6  R  &  C.  170 ;  Nd- 
son  y.  Duncombe,  9  Beav.  211; 
Wentworth  v.  TiM,  1 Y.  &  C.  C.  C. 
171. 


E.  K.  W. 
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was  brought,  the  Lord  Chancellor  would  deal  with  it  on 
a  petition  in  the  matter  of  the  lunacy.  There  might  be 
some  difference  in  the  case  of  a  common  tradesman;  but  as 
regards  these  solicitors,  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  lunacy 
would  have  perfect  control  over  them,  and  would  not 
allow  them  to  enforce  their  demand;  and  in  this  case  he 
appears  to  have  exercised  his  jurisdiction  by  ordering  tax- 
ation of  their  costs.  I  think  I  must  take  judicial  notice  of 
what  the  Lord  Chancellor  would  do  under  such  circum- 
stances. 


I  find  that  he  has  directed  an  inquiry  here  whether  it 
would  be  fit  and  proper  to  raise  these  costs  out  of  the  lu- 
natic's real  estate,  but  has  not  directed  the  costs  to  be 
paid,  and,  therefore,  they  are  not  a  judgment  debt;  but 
considering  that  the  Plaintiffs  would  have  been  prevented 
if  they  had  tried  to  enforce  their  rights  by  an  action,  it 
would  be  absurd  to  hold  that  they  ought  nevertheless  to 
have  sued  in  order  to  prevent  the  effect  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations. 


Knowing  how  the  jurisdiction  would  be  exercised,  and 
that  there  were  no  means  for  the  Plaintiffs  to  recover  their 
claim  during  the  lunacy,  but  that  they  were  prevented  by 
circumstances  over  which  they  had  no  control,  I  think 
that  this  case  is  taken  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations.  I  therefore  decree  an  account  on  the 
ground  of  this  being  a  simple  contract  debt. 


B 
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HUDSON  V,  CARMICHAEL.  May  mh  ^ 

27th. 

Y  a  settlement,  dated  in  1850,  made  in  consideration  of  Mortgage— 

the  marriage  then  intended  between  Henry  Carmichael  and  Estatl^^^  ^ 

Hannah,  since  his  wife,  certain  leasehold  hereditaments  ^^f/*^"~ 

held  for  the  residue  of  a  term  of  2000  years,  subject  to  cer-        — ;- 

tain  rents,  were  settled  upon  trust  for  the  general  appointees  man,  entitled  to 

by  deed  or  will  of  the  intended  wife,  notwithstanding  her  JXwntt' 

coverture ;  and  in  default  thereof,  upon  trust  for  the  in-  ^^^  Bcparato 

use,  concurred 

tended  wife  for  life,  for  her  separate  use ;  and  from  and  after  with  her  hu». 

her  decease,  upon  trust  for  her  executors  and  administrators.  money"u™n  "^ 

In  1851,  subsequently  to  the  marriage,  by  a  deed,  reciting  ™^a^^°^*'' 

that  Henry  Carmichael  and  Hannah  his  wife  having  oc-  which  express- 

casion  for  the  sum  of  10002:  had  applied  to  Henry  Eadon  money  was  bor- 

to  advance  the  same,  Hannah  Carmichael  appointed  the  paid^to^herecff 

premises  under  her  power,  and  she  and  her  husband,  in  fn^i^erhus- 

,  ,  band,  but  con- 

consideration  of  the  advance  to  them  of  lOOOt,  the  re-  tained  a  cove- 
ceipt  whereof  both   acknowledged,   concurred  with  the  husband  for  re- 
trustee  of  the  settlement  in  assigning  the  leaseholds  to  ^^^^latThe 
Henry  Eadon,  upon  trust  to  permit  the  said  Henry  Car-  presumption 
michael  and  his  wife,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  money  was  re- 
assigns, to  occupy  the  premises  until  default  in  pa)rment  husbandf  but 
of  the  principal  sum  of  lOOOt  and  interest,  according  to  t^atthisprc- 

*  *  ^  ^      '  ^  sumption  might 

the  covenant  thereinafter  contained ;  and  in  case  of  default,  be  rebutted  by 

upon  trust  to  sell,  and  to  hold  the  proceeds,  upon  trust  to  dence. 

pay  the  costs  and  then  the  principal  and  interest  due  on      i°  ^^e  ab- 
sence of  such 
the  mortgage,  and  to  pay  the  surplus  or  reconvey  any  part  evidence,  AjW, 

of  the  premises  that  might  remain  unsold  to  the  said  was  only  a  sure- 
ty for  the  hus- 
band, and  was, 
after  his  death,  entitled  as  against  his  other  creditors,  to  all  the  rights  incident  to  that  relation,  and 
therefore  had  a  right  to  have  the  debt  paid  off,  as  a  specialty  debt,  out  of  the  husband's  assets.  If 
the  mortgage  be  of  the  wife *s  freehold  estate  not  settled  to  her  separate  use,  she  is  still  a  surety,  and 
has  all  the  rights  of  a  surety,  except  perhaps  as  against  her  husband's  other  creditors. 

Whether,  in  this  last  case,  if  her  estate  has  paid  off  the  mortgage,  she  has  only  a  right  to  be  re- 
paid out  of  her  husband's  assets,  after  all  his  oilier  creditors  by  simple  contract  —  Qu^rre.  The  dicta 
to  that  effect  in  Tate  Y.Awtin,  (1  P.  Wms.  264),  and  CHnion  ▼.  Jfooper,  (1  Ves.  jun.  187),  disap- 
proved. 

U  U  2 
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Hannah  Carmichad,  her  executors,  administrators^  or  as- 
signs. And  the  deed  contained  a  covenant  by  Henry  Car- 
michad for  payment  of  the  principal  money  and  interest 
on  certain  specified  days.  A  receipt  signed  by  the  hus- 
band and  wife  was  indorsed  upon  the  mortgage. 

The  husband  Henry  Carmichad  paid  the  interest  dur- 
ing his  life,  and  died  before  the  mortgage  was  paid  off, 
having  appointed  his  wife  his  executrix. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  simple  contract  creditor  who  had  pro- 
ceeded against  the  husband's  estate  byway  of  summons  in 
Chambers  under  1 5  &;  16  Vict  c.  86,  s.  45.  The  usual  order 
for  accounts  and  inquiries  had  been  made.  The  Chief  Clerk 
found  that  there  was  only  one  specialty  debt,  and  he  dis- 
allowed a  payment  made  since  the  order  by  the  testator's 
executrix  out  of  part  of  the  assets  in  satisfaction  of  the  said 
mortgage  debt  and  interest.  The  assets  were  insufficient 
to  pay  the  husband's  simple  contract  debts.  It  appeared 
that  the  widow  had  taken  a  re-assignment  to  herself  of 
the  mortgaged  estate  by  a  deed,  which  recited  that  she  had 
requested  the  mortgagee  to  accept  payment  of  his  debt 
The  question,  whether  or  not  the  mortgage  debt  should  be 
paid  off  out  of  the  husband's  assets  in  priority  to  his  simple 
contract  creditors,  was  adjourned  into  Court  from  Cham- 
bers, and  the  cause  now  came  on  also,  by  arrangement, 
for  further  consideration. 


Mrs.  Carmichad  made  an  affidavit,  stating,  that  her 
husband,  being  in  want  of  money  to  carry  on  his  busi- 
ness, had  prevailed  upon  her  to  concur  in  executing  the 
mortgage,  but  that  the  money  had  been  paid  to  him 
and  applied  by  him  in  carrying  on  his  business;  and  that 
no  part  of  it  had  been  expended  in  defraying  any  debt 
of  the  wife  incurred  prior  to  the  marriage.  And  the  affi- 
davit stated,  that  Mrs.  Carmichad  was  told  by  her  hus- 
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band  and  his  solicitors  at  the  time  of  the  mortgage,  that  the 
husband  would  be  primarily  liable;  and  that,  if  her  property 
first  paid  the  debt,  she  would  be  entitled  to  have  it  re- 
couped out  of  the  property  of  her  husband ;  and  that  she 
consented  to  execute  the  mortgage  upon  the  faith  of  this 
representation. 
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V. 

Carmzchaiw 
Statement, 


Mr.  Forster  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Willcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Robson,  for  the  widow  and 
executrix  of  Henry  Carmichael  Mrs.  Carmichael  joined 
in  the  mortgage  as  the  surety  only  of  her  husband,  and 
is  entitled  to  have  his  estate  first  applied  in  payment  of 
the  debt. 

Thus,  in  The  Earl  of  Huntington  v.  Tlie  Countess  of 
Huntington  (a),  the  husband  and  wife  having  mortgaged 
her  estate  for  the  benefit  of  the  husband,  and  he  having  co- 
venanted to  pay  the  money,  and  having  afterwards  promised 
the  wife  to  do  so,  and  having  paid  off  the  mortgage,  the  estate 
was  exonerated  though  assigned  in  trust  for  the  husband. 
In  Aguilar  v.  Aguilar  (6)  a  husband  and  wife  granted  an 
annuity  charged  upon  property  to  which  the  husband  was 
entitled  jure  mariti,  and  also  upon  separate  property  of 
the  wife ;  and  he  becoming  afterwards  insolvent,  the  wife 
was  held  entitled,  as  between  herself,  her  husband,  his  as- 
signees in  insolvency,  and  subsequent  incumbrancers,  to 
have  the  income  of  his  property  first  applied  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  annuity.  So,  in  Pocock  v.  Lee  (c),  where  it  was 
said,  that "  the  husband,  having  had  the  money,  is  in  equity 
the  debtor,  and  the  land  is  to  be  considered  but  as  an  addi- 
tional security."  So  also  in  Parteriche  v.  Powlet  (d),  where 
the  wife  before  marriage  had  executed  a  money  bond,  upon 
which  the  intended  husband  wrote,  "  I  own  this  to  be  my 


iiryumeiii. 


(a)  2  Veru.  437;  1  Bro.  P.  C.  1. 
(6)  5  Madd.  414. 


(c)  2  Vera.  604. 

(d)  2  Atk.  383. 
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1864.  debt;"  the  wife  was  considered  to  be  only  a  surety  for 
the  husband;  and  it  was  there  said,  if  a  wife,  having 
separate  estate,  pays  off  a  mortgage  debt  of  the  husband 
by  way  of  loan,  she  "  must  be  considered  as  a  distinct 
ArgmneHt,  p^jgon,  and  is  equally  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the 
mortgagee  as  a  stranger;"  and  if  she  joins  with  him  in 
charging  her  estate  for  his  debt,  if  she  survives,  "her 
estate  shall  be  looked  upon  only  as  a  pledge,  and  she 
is  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagee,  and  to 
be  satisfied  out  of  her  husband's  estate."  In  Robinson  v. 
Gee  (a),  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  "  It  is  a  common  case  for  a 
wife  to  join  in  a  mortgage  of  her  inheritance  for  a  debt 
of  her  husband;  after  the  husband's  death  she  is  enti- 
tled to  have  her  real  estate  exonerated  out  of  the  per- 
sonal and  real  assets  of  the  husband,  the  Court  consider- 
ing her  estate  only  as  a  surety  for  his  debt;  and  none  of 
his  creditors  have  a  right  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the 
mortgagee  to  come  round  upon  the  wife's  estate/'  Lacam 
V.  Mertins  (b),  Bagot  v.  Oughton  (c),  Lewis  v.  Nangle  (d), 
AsUey  v.  The  Earl  of  TankerviUe  (e). 

In  The  Earl  of  Kinnoul\,  Money  {f\  a  wife,  by  the  ex- 
ercise of  a  power,  charged  her  settled  estates  with  a  sum 
of  money,  part  of  which  was  applied  in  payment  of  her 
debts,  and  part  given  to  the  husband;  and  then  she  died, 
having  devised  the  same  estates  to  her  husband  for  life; 
and  he  filed  a  bill  to  redeem  the  mortgage.  Lord  Hard- 
wicke said,  that  the  presumption  was,  that  the  money  was 
borrowed  for  the  husband's  benefit,  and  directed  an  in- 
quiry as  to  its  application;  and  the  case  coming  after- 
wards before  Lord  Camden,  he  observed,  that,  "  when  hus- 
band and  wife  raise  money  out  of  the  wife's  estates,  with 


(a)  1  Ves.  sen.  252.  (d)  Amb.  150;  1  Cox,  240. 

{b)  Id.  312.  ((?)  3  Bi-o.  C.  C.  545. 

(0  1  P.  Wni8. 347.  (/)  3  Swanst.  202,  n. 
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the  reversion  to  one  or  to  the  other,  this  Court  inquires        i864* 
into  the  uses,   considers  them  as  two  persons,   and,   if      Hudson" 
I  may  use  the  expression,  dissolves  the  marriage  quoad  v. 

the  transaction.     Though  the  husband  covenants  to  pay         

the  money  and  gives  bond,  yet  the  application  determines      -^n^^^f^^^^ 

who  is  the  principal,  who  is  the  surety.     This  is  the 

case  of  principal  and  surety  at  common  law;  the  principal 

is  first  obliged  to  pay,  and  the  surety  only  in  default; 

and,  in  equity,  the  surety  comes  in  aid  of  the  principal 

debtor.'' 

The  cases  relied  on  by  the  other  side  will  probably  be 
Tate  V.  Austin  (a),  in  which  it  was  said,  that,  in  such  a 
case,  the  wife  was  a  creditor  of  the  husband,  but  that,  in 
administering  his  estate,  all  other  debts  of  the  husband 
should  be  preferred  to  this;  and  Clinton  v.  Hooper  (6),  in 
which  that  case  was  recognised  by  Lord  Thurlow,  who 
said,  that  "  the  wife  cannot  insist  on  being  paid  in  prefer- 
ence to  onerous  creditors;"  and  the  reason  there  given  is, 
that  the  wife  is  in  a  similar  position  to  the  heir  of  the 
husband  to  whom  his  real  estates  have  descended,  subject 
to  a  mortgage,  because  an  implied  assumpsit  would  not 
be  raised  between  husband  and  wife  in  equity  any  more 
than  at  law.  But,  as  is  observed  by  Mr.  Jacob,  in  the 
note  to  1  Ropers  Husband  and  Wife,  p.  145,  "  if  this  reason 
were  conclusive,  it  would  be  difficult  to  say  why  the  wife 
should  in  any  case  be  entitled  to  claim  this  exoneration;" 
whereas,  if  she  is  a  surety  of  the  husband,  she  must  have 
a  right,  even  if  she  paid  the  debt,  to  stand  in  the  place  of 
the  mortgagee;  and  it  was,  in  fact,  so  decided  in  Aguilar 
V.  Aguilar  (c). 

The  wife  here,  being  the  executrix  of  her  husband,  was 
entitled  to  retain  this  debt,  notwithstanding  the  decretal 

(a)  1  P.  Wms.  264 ;  2  Vem.  689.     (b)  1  Ves.  jun.  187;  3  Bro.  C.  C.  200. 
(c)  5  Madd.  414. 
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1864.  order  on  the  summons:  Nunny.  Barlaw(a);  and^ifshe 
had  paid  debts  to  other  creditors,  she  would  haye  had  a 
right  to  stand  in  their  place:  Jones  v.  Jukes  (b). 

Argumenu  This  is  not  like  the  case  of  Copis  v.  MidcUeion  (c),  where 
a  surety,  having  paid  off  a  bond  out  of  his  own  money, 
the  specialty  debt  was  destroyed,  and  the  surety  could 
not,  therefore,  be  more  than  a  simple  contract  creditor 
of  the  principal  debtor;  for  here,  the  surety  did  not  pay 
the  debt  out  of  her  own  money  in  the  first  instance,  but 
payment  has  been  properly  made  with  the  principal  debt- 
or's own  money. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Kardake  for  other  creditors. — 
The  wife,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  is  a  surety,  but  subject  to 
a  condition,  that  she  shall  only  be  paid  when  all  the  other 
creditors  of  the  husband  are  satisfied:  Taie  v.  AusiUn  (cQ. 
[Vice-Chancellor. — If  that  case  be  correct,  supposing 
the  husband's  executor  not  to  be  his  widow,  but  some 
other  person,  if  such  executor  were  to  pay  off  the  debt^ 
then  the  husband's  other  creditors  could  not  come  round 
upon  the  estate  of  the  widow  in  case  of  a  deficiency  of 
assets;  and  thus  the  determination  of  a  third  person,  con- 
trary to  the  general  rule  of  this  Court,  would  decide  whe- 
ther the  widow's  estate  is  to  be  exonerated  or  not]  But 
here,  the  widow  was  not  pressed  to  pay  off  the  mortgage, 
but  induced  the  mortgagee  to  accept  payment  for  her  own 
benefit. 

The  executrix,  by  her  right  of  retainer,  cannot  alter 
the  order  i)f  payment  of  the  debt  due  to  her.  Here,  she 
has  cleared  her  own  estate,  and  is  seeking  to  have  a  right 
which  she  could  only  have  if  she  had  paid  off  a  mort- 
gage upon  her  husband's  estata    In  Tidd  v.  Lister  (e)y 


(a)  1  S.  &  S.  588. 
(6)  2  Ve8.jiin.518. 
(c)  T.  &  R.  224. 


(d)  1  P.  Wms.  264. 
(c)  10  Hare,  167. 
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ailing  was  decreed  in  favour  of  the  husband's  cre- 
'icainst  the  estate  of  the  wife,  which  she  and  her 
ad  charged  by  deed  and  fina     [Vice-Chancel- 
was  a  common  case  of  marshalling,  and  there 
^on  between  the  wife  and  husband.]     But 
as,  in  fact,  a  feme  sole  as  to  this  property, 
i  subject  to  her  power  of  appointment 
.w  use  for  life;  and  the  charge  was  a  gift  to 
-*ooand,  which  is  perfectly  good  in  the  absence  of  any 
proof  of  undue  influence  exercised  by  him  to  obtain  it. 
Moreover,  she  has  been  living  with  her  husband,  and  has 
had  the  benefit  of  the  money  thus  raised;  and  the  mort- 
gage-deed states  that  it  was  paid  to  them  both;  and  she 
cannot  deny  that,  being  estopped  now  by  the  deed. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  said,  that  he  would  consider 
whether  he  should  require  a  reply. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood. 

This  case  stood  over  from  last  seal  day,  for  me  to  con- 
sider whether  it  was  necessary  to  hear  the  reply,  and  I 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  I  need  not  do  so. 

The  point  is  one  which  I  think  stands  sufficiently  clear 
upon  the  authorities;  the  question  being  whether  or  not,  if  a 
married  woman  entitled  to  leasehold  property  for  her  sepa- 
rate use  concurs  with  her  husband  in  raising  money  upon 
mortgage  of  her  separate  estate,  by  a  deed  which  expresses 
that  the  money  is  borrowed  by  and  paid  to  herself  and  her 
husband,  and  the  debt  is  afterwards  discharged — though 
I  do  not  think  it  very  material  to  the  principle  to  consider 
whether  it  is  actually  paid  off  or  not — she  has  a  right  to 
have  her  estate  exonerated  as  against  the  simple  contract 
creditors  of  her  husband.  The  case  was  very  well  argued 
before  me  in  Chambers,  and  subsequently  in  Court;  but 


June  \ti, 
Judgm^nL 
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1864.  the  only  part  of  the  argument  which  raised  any  difficalty 
was  that  which  depended  upon  the  two  authorities  which 
were  cited,  of  Tate  v.  Austin  (a)  before  Lord  Catuper,  and 
Clinton  V.  Hooper  (b)  before  Lord  Thurlow,  in  which  the 
''^^^*'*^  dictum  in  the  former  case  was  recognised  as  determining 
the  law  of  the  Court 

With  regard  to  the  position  of  a  wife  generally  in  re- 
spect of  her  property  mortgaged  for  her  husband's  debt  the 
law  is  clear,  except  in  the  particular  case  of  her  coming 
into  competition  with  the  other  creditors  of  her  husband. 
Whenever  the  wife's  estate  is  mortgaged,  and  the  money 
is  paid  to  the  husband,  or  to  the  husband  and  wife,  which, 
as  Lord  Camden  says  in  The  Earl  o/Kinnotd  v.  Money  (c), 
is  the  same  thing,  the  real  question  in  the  case  is,  did  the 
husband  receive  the  money,  or  was  it  applied  to  the  use 
of  the  wife?  If  the  deed  expresses  that  it  was  paid  to  the 
husband  and  the  wife,  that  is  a  payment  to  the  husband; 
but  it  may  be  shewn  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  the  pay- 
ment was  in  fact  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife.  If  it  was  not^ 
then,  the  estate  of  the  wife  being  a  surety  for  the  hus- 
band's debt,  she  has  the  advantage  of  that  position  as 
against  all  persons  except  the  husband's  other  creditors. 
The  point  has  never  been  actually  decided  as  between  his 
other  creditors  and  the  wife's  estate;  but  in  Tate  v.  Aus- 
tin (a)  Lord  Camper  said,  that  the  wife  had  the  right  of  a 
surety,  except  as  against  onerous  creditors  of  the  husband, 
and  that  against  them  she  had  not  such  right  Lord 
Thurlow,  in  Clinton  v.  Hooper  (b),  noticed  that  dictum  in 
Tate  V.  A  ustin  (a),  and  said,  that  he  regarded  the  doc- 
trine as  then  settled,  his  words  being: — "The  rule  I 
take  to  be  universally  this,  that  the  title  she  has  is  pre- 
cisely the  same  as  that  of  an  heir-at-law;  because,  in  Tate 
V.  Austin  (a),  though  not  the  question  in  the  cause,  and 

(a)  1  P. Wnis.  264 ;  2  Vern.  689.    (6)  1  Ves.  jun.  187;  3  B.  C.  C.  200. 
(c)  3  Swanst  202. 
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consequently  not  weighed  upon  argument,  yet  the  Court         i854. 
was  very  clear  that  the  wife  cannot  insist  upon  being  paid       Hudson' 
in  preference  to  onerous  creditors/'    The  decision  in  Tate  ». 

V.  AiL8tin(a)  was  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  House  of  Lords;         

but,  as  this  doctrine  was  only  stated  there  as  a  dictum,  ^^^^^ff^"'^^^ 
the  appeal  did  not  make  the  dictum  any  stronger;  for  the 
House  of  Lords  had  only  to  deal  with  the  decision,  and 
affirmed  that  to  which  the  dictum  was  only  collateral  So 
also  in  Clinton  v.  Hooper  (b)  the  decision  did  not  turn  on 
this  doctrine;  but  the  wife  had  there  acted  so  as  to  waive 
her  claim  just  as  an  heir  might  do,  and  it  was  held  that 
she  could  not  put  her  case  higher  than  that  of  an  heir,  and 
therefore  she  was  not  entitled  to  be  recouped  out  of  the 
estate  of  her  deceased  husband  as  against  his  creditors. 
It  is  necessary  therefore  to  look  at  the  reason  of  the  rule, 
and  see  how  far  it  applies  to  a  case  where  the  wife's  pro- 
perty is  settled  to  her  separate  use.  All  the  decisions  on 
this  question  have  been  in  cases  in  which  the  wife's  pro- 
perty was  not  settled  to  her  separate  use ;  but  in  which  the 
wife,  having  unsettled  freehold  property,  by  levying  a  fine 
or  otherwise,  has  made  a  charge  upon  such  property;  and 
it  was  in  reference  to  such  a  case  that  Lord  Thurlow  said, 
in  Clinton  v.  Hooper  (b),  that  it  might  seem  hard  upon  the 
wife,  but  an  assumpsit  could  not  be  raised  as  between  her 
and  her  husband;  and  he  said,  "I  have  put  it  as  between 
heir  and  executor,  as  the  cases  oblige  me  to  put  it,  for  the 
reason  mentioned,  because  an  assumpsit  between  husband 
and  wife  will  not  be  raised  more  in  equity  than  at  law." 
And,  in  commenting  upon  The  Earl  of  Kinnovl  v. 
Money  (c),  in  which  Lord  Camden  intimated  a  different 
view,  because  he  said  that  the  Court  regards  the  hus- 
band and  wife  as  two  distinct  parties  in  such  a  case;  saying, 
according  to  the  note  of  that  case  in  Mr.  Swanston's  Re- 


(a)  1  P.  Wms.  264;  2  Vera.  (b)  1  Ves.  jun.  187. 

689.  (c)  8  Swanst  202. 
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ports,  that  the  Court,  as  it  were,  dissolves  the  marriage 
quoad  the  transaction,  Lord  Thurlow  observed,  "  Per- 
haps it  is  considered  rather  too  figuratively  in  sajring  the 
marriage  is  dissolved  in  that  respect.  That  is  not  in 
Mr.  Ord's  note,  nor  any  trace  of  it  in  Tate  v.  Austin 
and  the  other  cases.  They  say,  the  Court  will  not  in- 
fer an  equitable  assumpsit  contrary  to  the  tenor  of  the 
obligation  subsisting  between  husband  and  wife,  who 
cannot  contract  with  each  other  directly  without  trus- 
tees.'' 


Whatever  should  ultimately  be  held  to  be  the  law  in 
this  respect,  and  I  think  that  there  will  be  some  difficulty 
in  supporting  these  dicta,  although  by  such  eminent 
Judges,  it  is  clear,  that  no  question  as  to  assumpsit  can 
exist  where  the  estate  is  settled  to  the  separate  use  of  the 
wifa  That  is  a  case  in  which  the  Court  recognises  her  as 
a  feme  sole  competent  to  deal  with  her  property  in  every 
respect;  and,  therefore,  an  assumpsit  would  arise  just  as 
though  she  were  a  mere  stranger.  A  wife  effecting  a 
charge  upon  her  separate  property  in  favour  of  her  hus- 
band is  precisely  in  the  same  position  as  though  she  had 
lent  to  him  the  savings  of  the  income  of  such  property  de- 
posited at  her  bankers,  and  which  there  is  no  doubt  that 
he  can  lawfully  borrow  from  her.  She  stands  in  the  very 
position,  with  respect  to  her  separate  property,  which 
Lord  Thurlow  says  is  too  figurative  a  description  of  her 
position  in  the  other  case.  It  must  be  observed,  however, 
that  it  is  difficult  to  see  on  what  other  ground,  except 
that  of  an  implied  assumpsit,  this  doctrine  of  her  right  as 
surety  ever  arose.  The  wife  is  not  in  the  mere  position 
of  the  heir,  for  the  heir  cannot  assert  his  right  against 
legatees,  but  the  wife  can;  and  how  she  can  acquire  a 
better  position  than  the  heir,  except  by  such  an  assump- 
sit, it  is  not  easy  to  understand.  Where  the  wife  has 
separate  estate,  then,  as  it  is  laid  down  in  Parteriche  v. 
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Powlet{a)y  her  separate  property  being  applied  to  pay  off        i854. 
the  husband's  debts,  the  wife  must  be  considered  as  a  dis-       Hudson" 
tinct  person,  and  is  equally  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  ^* 

of  the  husband's  creditors  as  a  stranger;  and,  according         

to  the  dictum  in  Robinson  v.  Oee  (6),  if  her  mortgage  to        **  ^""^  ' 
secure  her  husband's  debt  is  paid  off  out  of  his  assets,  the 
other  creditors  of  the  husband  have  no  equity,  in  case  of  a 
deficiency  of  his  assets,  to  come  upon  her  estate. 

The  choice  of  the  mortgage  creditor  cannot  make  a  dis- 
tinction on  any  principle;  and,  therefore.  Lord  Hardvdcke 
seems  to  have  held,  that,  even  in  the  case  contemplated  by 
Lord  Thurlow  in  a  different  view,  no  such  right  can  exist 
on  the  part  of  the  general  creditors.  The  only  way  in 
which  any  question,  as  regards  the  right  of  the  creditors, 
could  arise  seemed  to  me  to  be,  as  in  Copts  v.  MidcUeton{c), 
whether  payment  of  the  debt  might  not  reduce  the  surety 
to  the  position  of  a  simple  contract  creditor.  However, 
that  doctrine  would  not  apply  to  a  case  where  an  execu- 
trix paid  her  testator's  debt,  because  she  would  be  entitled, 
independently  of  her  rights  as  a  surety,  to  be  recouped  out 
of  the  testator's  estate,  and,  for  that  purpose,  to  stand  in 
the  place  of  the  party  so  paid. 

The  decision  in  Tidd  v.  Lister  (d)  went  upon  a  different 
ground.  That  was  a  simple  case  of  marshalling;  the  wife 
had  joined  in  two  mortgages,  and,  therefore,  each  creditor 
had  a  right  to  say,  I  insist,  as  you  have  parted  with  both 
estates,  that  other  creditors  shall  not  be  paid  out  of  my 
fund.     That  is  the  ordinary  case  of  marshalling. 

I  consider  the  executrix,  therefore,  to  be  entitled  to  the 
amount  paid,  though  it  was  quite  right  not  to  allow  this 
payment  in  account;  because  the  question  of  costs  remains 
behind,  and  they  might  exhaust  the  estate. 

(a)  2  Atk.  383.  (c)  T.  &  R  224. 

(6)  1  Ves.  sen.  262.  (d)  10  Hare,  157. 
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Jtma  6th.  MANN  v.  FULLER 

George  SAROON,  by  his  wUl,  dated  in  1842,  be- 
queathed as  follows : — "  One  thousand  pounds  to  Ann  Sar- 
geantj  wife  of  Thomas  Sargeant  ....  The  interest  of  two 
thousand  to  Oeorge  Sargeant,  and,  at  his  death,  to  his  chil- 
dren: The  sum  of  one  thousand  pounds  to  James  Sar- 
geant: The  sum  of  one  thousand  pounds  to  Thomas  Sar- 
geant: The  sum  of  two  thousand  pounds  to -4. wn/Sar^fean^- 
The  sum  of  one  thousand  pounds  to  Oeorge  Sargeant,  in 
nun  of  one  thou-  addition  to  One  thousand  be/ore  mentioned/* 

■and  pounds  to 


WUl—Om' 
Mtrudiom — 
Interest — Lega- 
ey  ffivem  *  i« 
additioH.'" 

Bequest  of  one 
thousand 
pounds  to  A.J 
the  interest  of 
two  thousand 
to  B.,  and  at 
his  death  to 
his  children,  the 


The  assets  were  insufficient  to  pay  these  legacies  in 
full. 


Z>.,  the  sum  of 
one  thousand 
pounds  to  B. 
Ml  addition  to 
one  ikonsand  he^ 
fore  mentioned: 
—//eU,  that  the 
former  legacy 
to  B.  was  of 
pounds  ster- 
ling, and  that 
the  nft  to 
his  children 
was  of  an  abso- 
lute interest  in 
the  capital. 

//eM,  also, 
that  the  refer- 
ence to  the 
former  legacy 
in  the  latter 
gift  to  B.  did 
not  diminish 
the  previous 
legacy;  and  that 
the  latter  lega- 
cy was  given  to 
B,  absolutely, 
and  not  to  him 
for  life,  and 
then  to  his 
children. 

Ijegacics  given  **  in  addition  to  "  previous  gifts  to  the  same  person  only  partake  of  the  same  in- 
cidents, where  the  former  gifts  arc  absolute  or  defeasible;  but  the  doctrine  has  never  been  extended 
so  fitr  as  to  alter  an  absolute  gift  of  the  latter  legacy  into  a  gift  to  the  legatee  for  life,  and,  after  his 
death,  to  other  persons. 


Mr.  Roll,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BaggaUay  for  the  Plaintiff,  Mr. 
Eddis  for  the  executor,  Mr.  Elderton  and  Mr.  Sidney  Smith 
for  other  parties,  suggested,  that  the  former  legacy  to 
George  Sargeant  and  his  children  was  not  expressed  to  be 
in  pounds,  and  might  be  void  for  uncertainty;  or  that,  as 
only  the  interest  was  given,  it  was  not  an  absolute  be- 
quest to  the  children ;  or,  if  it  was,  then  the  subsequent 
gift,  referring  to  the  former  as  one  thousand,  shewed  that 
the  testator's  intention  was  only  to  give  to  George  Sar- 
geant 2000^  altogether;  and  that,  in  any  case,  the  lOOOt 
last  given  must  be  subject  to  the  like  limitations  as  were 
expressed  concerning  the  former  gift:  Overend  v.  Gur- 
ney  (a),  Bristow  v.  Bristow  (b). 


(a)  7  Sim.  137. 


(6)  5  Beav.  289. 
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Mr.  H,  G.  Jones  for  Oeorge  SargearU, — The  first  legacy 
to  Oeorge  Sargeant  must  be  in  pounds  sterling,  because 
the  previous  legacies  are  given  in  pounds  sterling,  and  no 
stock  legacies  are  previously  given ;  and  a  gift  of  the  in- 
terest of  a  sum  of  money  for  ever  is  a  gift  of  the  capital. 
Oordon  v.  Hoffma/n  (a)  decides,  that  the  mistaken  refer- 
ence to  the  former  legacy  will  not  cut  it  down.  In  re 
More* 8  TrxbstQi)  shews,  that  an  executory  limitation  of 
the  latter  legacy  to  Oeorge  Sargeant's  children  cannot  be 
implied. 

Mr.  Messiter,  Mr.  Reilly,  and  Mr.  Fane  for  other  parties. 
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Argvment 


Vioe-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Paoe  Wood: — 

The  first  two  points  are  clear.  On  this  will  there  is 
nothing  to  raise  a  doubt  as  to  what  the  numerals  in  the 
gift  to  Oeorge  Sargeant  refer  to.  All  the  previous  legacies 
being  of  pounds  sterling,  and  no  sums  of  stock  having 
been  previously  given,  which  might  have  caused  some 
little  ambiguity,  it  is  impossible  to  say,  that  the  gift  of 
two  thousand  does  not  mean  two  thousand  pounds  ster- 
ling. 


Judgment, 


I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  the  gift  of  the  interest  of 
the  two  thousand  pounds  to  Oeorge  Sargeant,  and,  at  his 
death,  to  his  children,  is  a  gift  to  the  children  of  the  ca- 
pital sum  on  the  death  of  their  father. 

The  real  question  is,  whether  the  bequest  of  one  thou- 
sand pounds  to  Oeorge  Sargeant,  in  addition  to  one  thou- 
sand before  mentioned,  the  sum  before  given  having  been 
two  thousand,  does  not  raise  an  inference  that  the  inten- 
tion was  to  give  two  thousand  pounds  only;  and  there  is 


(o)  7  Sim.  29. 


(6)  10  Hare,  171. 
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some  reason  under  such  words  for  the  argument,  that  this 
was  the  testator's  meaning.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  there 
is  the  decision  in  Gordon  v.  Hoffman  (a),  where  a  testator, 
by  codicil,  gave  to  his  son  a  legacy  in  addition  to  the 
legacy  of  20001  given  by  his  will,  having,  in  fact,  given 
him  more  than  2000Z.  by  the  will;  and  the  late  Vice- 
Chancellor  of  England  in  that  case  held,  that  the  plain 
gift  in  the  will  was  not  to  be  cut  down  by  an  imcertain 
expression  in  the  codicil.  The  present  case  is  somewhat 
stronger,  because  the  testator  has  settled  the  former  sum 
of  20002.  and  has  given  the  other,  as  I  think,  absolutely. 


I  quite  concur  in  what  was  said  by  the  Lord  Justice 
Turner  in  the  case  of  Mores  Trust  (6),  that,  where  there 
is  a  gift  by  will  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  £, 
and  then  another  gift  to  A.  in  addition  to  what  was  before 
given,  there  is  no  authority  for  carrying  on  the  series  of 
limitations  to  the  latter  gift  so  as  to  convert  it  into  a 
gift  to  A.  for  life,  and  then  to  the  party  who  was  named 
in  the  former  gift  to  take  after  A.'s  death.  It  would  be 
more  plausible  to  say,  that  a  life  interest  only  was  given 
to  il.  in  the  second  case,  but  that  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  words  of  this  will.  The  cases  have  not  gone 
further  than  this:  where  the  subject  of  the  first  gift  is 
given  absolutely  to  the  party  or  is  made  defeasible,  the 
second  gift  has  been  held  to  be  given  upon  similar  terms; 
for  example,  if  the  former  gift  were  absolute  and  free  of 
legacy  duty,  the  additional  gift  has  been  held  to  have  all 
the  same  incidents;  so,  if  the  former  gift  is  to  be  lost  on 
a  certain  event,  the  additional  gift  is  to  be  defeated  on 
the  same  condition.  In  no  case  has  it  been  held,  that  the 
latter  gift  is  to  go  to  the  parties  entitled  under  the  subse- 
quent limitations  of  the  former  gift;. 


(a)  7  Sim.  29. 


{h)  10  Hare,  171. 
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RIDGWAY  V.  SNEYD. 

June  Wi  db 

J7/A. 
OHN  RIDOWA  r,  the  Plaintiff  in  this  cause,  being  the  ^^,.„,.^  j^^^ 

lessee  and  occupier,  under  different  landowners,  of  adjoin-  ^^^^j""'" 

ing  mines  and  collieries,  took  from  the  Defendant  a  lease  for  Uon. 

twenty  years,  by  an  indenture,  dated  the  25  th  of  Decem-  Coalmines  were 

ber,  1848,  and  made  between  the  Defendant  of  the  one  eerteJ^roy^uy 

part  and  the  Plaintiff  of  the  other  part,  of  all  the  mines,  per  ton  upon 

the  coal  which 

veins,  beds,  or  strata  of  coal,  cannel,   and  slack,  then  might  be  got, 
opened  or  known,  or  which  should  at  any  time  during  the  J^^t  0^300/.  a 
continuance  of  the  said  demise  be  found  lying  under  the  ^^orMmuch 
closes  of  land  therein  described,  part  of  which  belonged  to  the  royalty 
the  Defendant,  and  part  had  been  sold  by  the  Defendant  to  to  that  sum, 
Richard  Baddeleyy  reserving  to  the  Defendant  the  coalun-  300J.  to"bea 
der  them,  and  power  to  get  the  same ;  and  the  Defendant  minimum  rent 

,  ....  .  f"r  the  coal  de- 

also  demised  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  like  manner,  certain  surface  mised.  And 
land,  yielding  and  paying  to  the  Defendant  for  the  whole  nwite"to  pay^ 
of  the  coal  and  cannel  thereby  demised,  which  the  Plain-  S^^rk'^h^'^ 
tiff  should  get  during  the  continuance  of  the  demise,  the  mine:— //eW, 

,,  ,         .      n  '         ■.,  .  thataCourtof 

rent  and  royalty  tneremafter  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  equity  would 
the  sum  of  Is.  for  every  2520  lbs.  weight  of  such  coal  or  wd^'b^thr 
cannel,  and  so  in  proportion  for  a  less  quantity  than  le?^' for  the 

*      *    ^  *  "^  minimum  rent, 

2520  lb&     And  also  yielding  and  paying  to  the  Defendant  although  the 
for  the  whole  of  the  slack  thereby  demised,  which  the  L  not'wonh 
said  Plaintiff  should  get  during  the  continuance  of  the  de-  worki^"  buf 
mise  (except  such  part  of  the  said  slack  as  therein  par-  that,  if  the  les- 

.  *ior  were  to  sue 

ticularly  mentioned),  the  rent  and  royalty  thereinafter  upon  theiessee's 

mentioned,  (that  is  to  say)  the  sum  of  6d.  for  every  2520 lbs.  wJrk  *he  mine, 

weight  of  such  slack,  and  so  in  proportion  for  a  less  quan-  J^Lrf^"*^^^**"'*^ 

tity  than  2520 lbs.  And  also  yielding  and  paying  yearlyand  jn  applying 

every  year  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  demise  unto  ^™^  ^^r*^ 

the  said  Defendant  for  the  coal,  cannel,  and  slack  thereby  *^«  <»^  ^^ 

leases  of  coal 
mines,  it  must 

be  remembered  that  every  one  acquainted  with  that  kind  of  property  is  aware  that  coal  mines  are 

liable  to  be  intermpted  by  fitults. 

If  all  ilw  coal  had  been  gotten  by  ancient  workings,  that  might  be  a  case  for  equitable  relieC 
VOL.  I.  XX  E.  K.  W. 
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demised,  the  rent  or  sum  of  300t,  or  such  part  thereof  as 
vnA  the  several  rents,  royalties,  and  sums  of  money  there- 
inbefore reserved  would  amount  to  that  sum;  and  yielding 
and  paying  42.  per  acre  for  the  surface  land  demised:  all 
such  rents  and  royalties  to  be  paid  half-yearly  upon  the 
usual  quarter  days  in  June  and  December.  And  it  was 
iher^  provided  and  declared,  iJuU  the  said  yearly  rent  or 
sum  of  SOOl  iIi£reinbefore  reserved  was  so  reserved  as  and 
for  a  minimum  rent  for  the  said  coal,  cannel,  and  dock 
thereby  demised,  in  each  and  every  year  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  said  demise ;  and  that,  subject  to  the  pro- 
viso thereinafter  contained,  anything  therein  contained 
should  not  in  anywise  prejudice  or  affect  the  right  of  the 
said  Defendant  to  have  or  receive  the  whole  of  the  several 
other  rents,  royalties,  and  sums  of  money  thereinbefore 
reserved  in  respect  of  such  coal,  cannel,  and  slack  in  each 
and  every  year  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  demise, 
in  which  the  same  should  exceed  the  sum  of  300t  And 
the  lease  contained  clauses  usual  in  mining  leases,  dividing 
the  whole  term  into  periods,  at  the  end  of  which,  if  the 
rent  and  royalty  thereby  reserved  in  respect  of  the  said 
coal,  cannel,  and  slack  (exclusive  of  the  said  annual  rent 
of  300^  and  the  surface  rent  of  U.  per  acre)  should  exceed, 
in  the  aggregate,  3002.  a  year,  and  if  in  any  year  of  such 
period  the  several  rents,  royalties,  and  sums  of  money, 
exclusive  of  the  said  annual  rent  of  3002.,  and  the  said 
rent  of  42.  per  acre,  should  not  amount  to  the  sum  of  3002., 
then  the  Plaintiff  should  be  entitled  to  deduct  from  the 
excess  of  the  aggregate  amount  of  such  rents,  royalties, 
and  sums  of  money  for  such  five  years,  above  the  sum  of 
3002.  a  year,  any  sum  which  he  might  have  paid  to  the 
Defendant  in  any  year  or  years  of  such  period,  to  make  up 
the  rents,  royalties,  and  sums  of  money  thereinbefore  re- 
served in  respect  of  the  said  coal,  cannel,  or  slack  to  the 
sum  of  3002.  in  each  of  such  years. 


And  it  was  thereby  also  provided  and  declared,  that  the 
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mines  of  coal^  cannel^  and  slack  thereby  demised  should 
(subject  as  thereinafter  mentioned)  be  worked  and  gotten 
in  the  same  progressive  and  regular  course  as  the  mines  of 
coal^  cannel,  and  slack  of  the  Plaintiff  in  and  under  the 
land  adjoining  thereto.  And  the  Plaintiff  covenanted  for 
the  due  payment  of  the  said  rents  and  royalties;  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  and  his  agents,  servants,  workmen,  and  miners 
would,  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  said  demise,  work,  raise,  and  get  the  mines 
thereby  demised  in  and  under  the  said  lands  of  the  said 
Defendant,  and  also,  subject  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  the 
mines  in  and  under  the  lands  of  the  said  Richard  Bad' 
ddey  continuously,  uninterruptedly,  and  in  proper  and 
workmanlike  manner,  and  in  the  same  progressive  and 
regular  course  as  the  mines  of  coal,  cannel,  and  slack  of  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  said  lands  adjoiningthereto  should  be  gotten, 
obtained,  and  raised,  and  clear  the  said  mines  thereby  de- 
mised in  and  under  the  lands  of  the  said  Richard  Bad- 
deley  in  the  best  way,  as  was  usual  in  mines  and  works  of 
the  like  description.  And  that,  if  at  any  time  during  the 
continuance  of  the  said  demise  the  mines  of  coal,  cannel, 
and  slack,  or  any  of  them,  in  and  under  the  lands  of 
the  said  Richard  Baddeley,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof 
could  not,  by  reason  of  the  damage  which  would  be  occa- 
sioned thereby  to  any  erections  on  the  said  lands  of  the 
said  Richard  Baddeley,  or  to  any  mill  to  be  thereafter 
erected  thereon,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  or  from  any 
other  cause  whatsoever  (except  any  cause  arising  from  the 
act  or  omission  of  the  said  Plaintiff  or  his  agents,  servants, 
or  workmen),  be  worked,  obtained,  gotten,  and  raised  with 
profit  and  advantage  to  the  said  Plaintiff,  then  and  in  such 
case  the  said  Plaintiff  should  not  be  called  upon  or  re- 
quired to  work,  obtain,  get,  or  raise  any  such  part  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  mine&  And  in  case  of  disagreement, 
the  fact  of  the  said  Plaintiff  being  able  or  unable  to  work, 
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obtain,  get,  and  raise  the  said  mines  or  any  of  them,  in 
and  under  the  said  lands  of  the  said  Richard  Baddeley,  or 
any  part  thereof,  with  profit  and  advantage  for  the  reasons 
aforesaid,  should  be  ascertained  by  reference  to  arbitration 
as  thereinafter  mentioned.  And  the  said  indenture  con- 
tained powers  of  entry  and  distress  in  case  all  or  any  of 
the  rents,  royalties,  or  reservations  thereinbefore  reserved, 
or  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  thereinbefore  made  payable, 
should  happen  to  be  unpaid  for  the  space  of  fourteen  days 
next  after  any  of  the  said  half-yearly  days  or  times  there- 
inbefore appointed  for  the  payment  thereof.  And  a  pro- 
viso for  re-entry  upon  the  said  mines  and  lands  in  the 
events  therein  mentioned.  And  the  usual  provisions  for 
arbitration,  in  case,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  de- 
mise, or  after  the  expiration  thereof,  any  variance,  contro- 
versy, doubt,  dispute,  or  question  should  arise  between  the 
said  parties  thereto  touching  or  relating  to  the  said  in- 
denture, or  any  clause,  covenant,  proviso,  matter,  or  thing 
therein  contained,  or  the  construction  of  the  same,  or 
touching  or  concerning  the  practicability  of  the  getting 
of  any  part  of  the  thereby  demised  mines,  according  to 
the  usual  course  of  mining  operations,  or  in  any  respect 
relating  to  the  thereby  demised  mines  and  premises. 


The  Plaintiff  had  discontinued  the  working  of  the 
mines,  and  the  Defendant  had  brought  an  action  against 
him  for  the  minimum  rent  of  300i. 


The  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill,  praying  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  Defendant  from  all  further  proceedings  in 
the  action  commenced  by  him  against  the  Plaintiff,  and 
from  commencing  or  prosecuting  any  other  action  or 
proceeding  against  the  Plaintiff  upon  any  or  either  of 
the  covenants  contained  in  the  said  lease,  and  for  an 
account  of  the  quantity  of  coals,  cannel,  and  slack,  by  the 
said  lease  capable  of  being  raised  at  the  date  thereof  from 
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the  said  mines,  allowing  necessary  pillars  to  support  the 
works,  and  for  fire  engines,  the  Plaintiff  offering  to  pay 
to  the  Defendant  the  sum  of  Is.  in  respect  of  every 
2520  lbs.  weight  of  such  coal  and  cannel,  and  the  sum  of 
6d.  in  respect  of  every  2520  lbs.  weight  of  such  slack,  on 
being  allowed  what  he  had  already  paid  to  the  Defendant 
since  the  date  of  the  lease. 
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And,  if  necessary,  that  it  might  be  ascertained  what 
quantity  of  the  Defendant's  land  the  Plaintiff  had  used 
and  occupied  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  and  privileges 
granted  by  the  said  lease,  the  Plaintiff  offering  to  pay  to 
the  Defendant  after  the  rate  of  41  per  statute  acre  for 
what  should  be  found  to  have  been  used  and  employed 
by  him. 

And  that,  upon  making  such  payments  as  aforesaid,  the 
Defendant  might  be  directed  to  release  and  discharge  the 
Plaintiff  from  the  covenants  and  agreements  contained  in 
the  said  lease,  the  Plaintiff  offering  to  execute  a  surrender 
of  such  lease  to  the  Defendant,  or  as  he  should  direct 

The  case  was  argued  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
mines  were  so  much  interrupted  by  faults,  that,  although 
there  was  coal,  it  could  not  be  worked  with  any  profit 


Mr.  Danid,  Q.C.,  Mr.  W.  M.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W. 
RudaU  for  the  Plaintiff. — This  lease  has  been  granted  un- 
der a  mistake  common  to  both  parties,  namely,  the  sup- 
position that  there  was  workable  coal  under  this  land; 
and  a  Court  of  equity  will  relieve  against  the  conse- 
quences of  a  contract  so  entered  into,  especially  in  a  case 
like  a  lease  of  mines,  where  the  lessee  had  no  power  of 
ascertaining  what  was  under  the  land  before  taking  the 
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lease:  Lowndes  y.  Lome  (a),  Bingham  y.  Bingham  (b).  The 
existence  of  coal  was  a  condition  of  this  lease;  and  if 
there  be  none  which  can  be  got,  the  lease  cannot  be  sup* 
ported:  Smith  v.  Marrahle (c).  Conrts  of  equity  have  in- 
terfered in  such  a  case  to  restrain  actions  against  the 
lessee  for  not  working:  Smith  y.  Morris  (d).  In  Phillips 
y.  Jones  (e),  a  rent  was  reserved,  to  be  paid  whether  any 
coal  should  or  should  not  be  raised;  and  the  working 
having  been  discontinued,  the  Court  in  that  case  refused 
to  restrain  an  action  for  the  rent;  but  that  authority  may 
be  questioned,  not  being  consistent  with  Smith  v.  Mor- 
ris (d).— They  cited  also  Sutton  v.  Temple  (/),  Rex  v.  The 
Inhabitants  of  Bedworth(g).  [Vioe-Chancbli.or. — ^There 
may  be  some  ground  of  equity  if  the  Defendant  is  bring- 
ing an  action  on  the  Plaintiff's  covenant  to  continue  the 
working  of  the  mine.] 

Mr.  Rott,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hidop  Clarke  for  the  Defend- 
ant—The Defendant  has  not  commenced  any  such  pro- 
ceeding, nor  has  he  any  intention  of  doing  so.  He  only 
seeks  to  recover  the  300t  rent 


jMdgmenL       ViOB-ChANOELLOR  SlR  W.  PaGB  WoOD: — 

I  cannot  restrain  the  Defendant  from  suing  for  the  rent. 
Upon  the  other  part  of  the  case,  this  is  not  an  agreement 
but  a  perfected  contract,  on  which  no  case  for  relief  has 
yet  arisen.  I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from  PhiUips  v. 
Jones  (e).  It  is  said,  that  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile  that 
authority  with  Smith  v.  Morris  (d).  The  principle  of  the 
latter  decision  is  sufficiently  plain.  There  was  a  lease  of 
mines,  and  the  lessee  was  to  pay  eyery  year  he  should  work. 


(a)  2  Cox,  363. 

(b)  1  Ves.  «en.  126. 
(c)llM.&W.5. 
(<^2Bro.C.C.3U. 


(e)  9  Sim.  619. 
(/)  7  Jut.  1065. 
(Sf)  8  East,  387. 
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for  1 000  weys  9^.  6d,  each.  He  covenanted^  according  to  the 
report,  that  he  would  "  diligently,  at  his  own  costs,  try  for 
veins  of  coal,  and  use  his  utmost  skill  to  come  at  the  same, 
and  get  into  working  thereof  within  three  years  by  such  pits, 
engines  &c.  as  were  usual ;  and  would,  within  one  month 
after  he  had  sunk  such  pit,  constantly  (unless  hindered  by 
unavoidable  accidents)  work  and  raise  900  weys  of  coals 
yearly,  if  so  much  good  merchantable  coal  might  be  had 
out  of  the  same;  and,  in  case  so  much  coal  cannot  be  had 
(without  working  the  pillars  necessary  for  supporting  the 
work,)  would  pay  to  the  Defendant  &c.  9«.  6A  for  every 
wey  of  coals  which  he  &a  should  neglect  to  raise,  and 
which  should  be  deficient  of  such  quantity  of  900  weys, 
the  money  for  the  deficiency  to  be  paid  at  the  end  of 
every  year;  and,  if  he  should  neglect  to  sink  a  pit 
within  three  years,  he  should  pay  the  Defendant  98.  6cL 
per  wey  yearly  for  900  weys,  until  he  should  have  sunk 
such  pit  And  there  was  a  proviso  in  the  deed,  that,  in 
case,  with  using  due  diligence,  there  should  not  be  found 
a  sufficient  quantity  of  coal  to  work  900  weys  a  year,  or 
if  the  lessee  during  the  term  should  have  worked  all  the 
coal  except  the  necessary  pillars  for  supporting  the  work, 
from  thenceforth  the  lessee  should  be  discharged  from  the 
covenant" 


1854. 
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It  is  stated  in  the  report,  that  "  the  Defendant  brought 
an  action,  and  assigned  seven  breaches  besides  that  from 
not  working  the  mine,  which  were  all  given  up  at  the 
trial;  but  upon  that  for  not  working,  although  the  Plain- 
tiffs proved  unavoidable  accidents,  the  jury  gave  a  ver- 
dict for  the  Defendant,  and  assessed  the  damages  at 
427t  10«.,  which  were  paid.  He  afterwards,  in  Hilary 
Term,  1784,  brought  another  action,  and  recovered  a  ver- 
dict on  the  same  breach,  with  5S42.  7«.  6(2.  damages." 


Afterwards,  two  other  actions  were  brought,  and  the 
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ia54.  Defendant  threatened  to  bring  similar  actions  ereiy  jear. 
Under  those  circumstances,  the  lessees  filed  the  bill, 
"  charging  that,  under  the  circumstances,  they  were  not 
compellable  to  work  the  mine,  and  that,  eren  if  they  had 
JudffmtuL  ^^jrted  it,  the  mine  would,  before  the  filing  of  the  bUl, 
have  been  exhausted,  except  working  the  pillars;  there- 
fore, that  it  is  contrary  to  justice  that  the  Defendant 
should  avail  himself  of  the  accidents  which  had  happen- 
ed ;  but  that,  upon  the  Defendant  being  paid  for  so  many 
coals  as  could  be  got,  he  ought  not  to  require  any  fur- 
ther payment  under  the  lease.  The  bill,  therefore,  pray- 
ed an  account  of  the  quantity  of  coals  capable  of  being 
raised,  allowing  the  necessary  pillars  to  support  the  works 
and  for  a  fire-engine;  and,  in  case  it  should  appear  that 
the  Defendant  had  received  a  sum  equal  to  the  rent  pay- 
able by  virtue  of  the  lease  for  the  same,  that  he  should 
be  restrained  by  injunction  from  bringing  or  prosecuting 
actions  for  the  rent;  or,  if  it  should  appear  that  he  had 
not  been  fully  paid,  then,  upon  payment  of  so  much  as  he 
should  be  unpaid,  he  should  be  restrained  in  like  man- 
ner." 

The  Court  did  not  afiect  to  vary  the  contract,  or  to  say, 
that,  because  it  was  a  lease  of  mines,  in  consequence  of 
their  turning  out  to  be  not  worth  working,  the  Defend- 
ant was  not  to  have  any  benefit  from  the  lease.    But 
what  the   Court  said  was:    If  persons  are  enforcing  a 
contract  ^^  for  purposes  of  harass  and  vexation.  Courts  of 
equity  properly  interfere.     The  Plaintiff  calls  upon  the 
Court  to  interfere ;  because,  if  he  carries  the  contract  into 
execution,  he  must  pursue  the  object  at  a  greater  expense 
than  he  can  gain  by  it;  the  property  either  being  not  at- 
tainable, or  attainable  only  at  an  intolerable  expense. 
Admitting  it  to  be  attainable  in  this  way,  the  offer  to  pay 
Morris  all  he  could  ever  obtain  without  incurring  ex- 
pense, is  offering  everything  he  could  fairly  require." 
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That  is  to  say,  if  the  lessor  can  get  eveiTthing  which  he 
contracted  for,  the  Court  will  take  care  that  the  lessee 
shall  not  in  addition  be  put  to  useless  expense,  which  will 
benefit  no  one.  That  case  was  not  decided  upon  any 
ground  of  mistake.  No  doubt  there  is  authority,  that, 
where  there  is  an  obvious  mistake,  this  Court  will  not  in- 
terfere to  enforce  the  contract;  but  it  is  a  different  ques- 
tion, how  far  the  Court  will  interfere  to  prevent  due  ef- 
fect being  given  to  an  executed  contract,  where  there  is 
no  mistake.  In  this  case  the  alleged  mistake  is,  that 
both  parties  thought  the  subject  of  the  lease  was  a  mine 
of  workable  coal;  and  it  turns  out,  that,  although  there 
is  coal,  it  is  not  workable. 


1854. 


Judgment 


With  regard  to  mines,  the  rule  of  caveat  emptor  must 
be  put  rather  higher  than  the  Plaintiff  has  here  con- 
tended for.  It  has  been  said,  how  can  a  man  know  what 
coal  there  is  underground?  But  every  man  who  has  any- 
thing to  do  with  mining  knows  that  coal-mines  are  lia- 
ble to  faults.  If  it  had  turned  out,  that,  in  the  course  of 
working,  the  Plaintiff  had  come  across  ancient  mines,  ex- 
cavated by  the  Romans  or  others  in  former  times,  and 
found  that  there  the  vein  of  coal  was  wholly  exhausted, 
what  might  in  such  case  have  been  the  result  may  be  a 
question.  But  it  is  well  known,  that  it  is  the  course  of 
nature  that  all  mines  are  liable  to  faults;  and  every  one 
who  takes  a  lease  of  coal  mines,  though  he  does  so  with 
the  firm  belief  that  the  veins  of  coal  go  on  underneath 
the  land,  yet  knows  that  they  may  possibly  be  interrupt- 
ed in  this  way. 


Treat  the  case  as  if  it  were  a  sale  of  a  mine  which 
proved  afterwards  to  be  full  of  faults.  Of  course  the  pur- 
chase would  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  working.  The 
coal  is  not  worked  out;  but  nature  has  done  what  the 
purchaser  knew  beforehand  it  often  does,  namely,  caused 
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1854.  an  intermption  of  the  Tein  of  coaL  That  is  one  of  the 
incidents  which  must  be  calculated  upon  in  bnjing  mining 
property,  and  therefore  cannot  be  a  reason  for  avoiding  the 
purchase.  Looking  at  this  lease,  and  the  mode  in  which 
jwigwMmL  ^^  ^^^  ^  thereby  reserved,  the  case  seems  to  differ  mate- 
rially from  Smith  v.  Marr%8(a).  The  lessor  has  reserved  twa 
specific  rents— one  in  respect  of  all  the  coal  worked  at  so 
much  per  ton,  and  another  rent  of  a  certain  sum  every 
year  for  the  coal  demised,  which  is  equivalent  to  a  rent^ 
whether  the  coal  shall  be  worked  or  not,  as  in  PhiUips  y. 
Janes  (b).  How  am  I,  therefore,  to  say  that  this  reat 
ought  not  now  to  be  paid?  This  case  seems  to  me  to  be 
completely  within  that  decision.  The  only  difference  is, 
that  the  lessor  has  here  demised  the  mine  with  a  clause, 
providing  that  there  shall  be  a  deduction  out  of  the  fixed 
rent  of  the  amount  of  royalty  which  may  have  been  paid 
for  the  coal  actually  worked,  while  in  Phillips  v.  Jones  (b) 
the  royalty  was  to  be  added  to  the  fixed  rent  That  case 
having  been  decided  by  a  Court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction, 
it  is  open  to  me  reconsider  the  decision.  But  I  quite 
agree  with  the  learned  Judge  who  decided  it,  that  there 
was  a  material  difference  between  that  case  and  Smith  v. 
Morris  (a).  The  Vice-Chancellor  says,  that  Smith  v.  Mor- 
ris '^proceeded  on  this,  namely,  that,  by  the  terms  of  the 
lease,  the  lessee  was  bound  to  work  the  mine;  and  in  re- 
spect of  the  produce,  a  certain  royalty  was  to  be  paid  to 
the  lessor;  and  it  was  said,  that  the  circumstances  of  the 
mine  were  such  that  the  lessee  would  be  ruined  if  he  were 
compelled  to  work  it,  and,  therefore,  it  was  just  that  he 
should  be  relieved  from  the  covenant  to  work  the  mine, 
if  he  gave  the  landlord  all  that  he  could  have  been  enti- 
tled to  if  the  mine  had  been  worked  according  to  the 
covenant — that  is,  a  royalty  of  9s.  Gd  for  every  wey  of 
coals  contained  in  the  land;  but  this  lease  is  construct- 
ed in  a  different  manner.    In  the  first  instance,  there 

(a)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  311 .  (b)  9  Sim.  619. 
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was  to  be  paid  yearly,  during  the  term  of  twenty-one 
years,  a  gross  sum  of  3001,  whether  the  coal  was  worked 
or  not,  and  a  royalty  of  10«.  per  wey  was  to  be  paid  if 
more  was  raised  than  600  weys;  and  there  was  a  cove- 
nant in  the  lease  which  bound  the  lessee  to  work  the 
mines.  Then  came  a  proviso  enabling  the  lessee,  on 
giving  notice,  to  determine  the  lease  when  all  the  coal 
should  be  worked  out;  and  consequently,  when  all  the 
coal  should  be  exhausted,  the  tenant  might,  by  giving  the 
required  notice,  free  himself  from  all  the  obligations  of 
the  lease.  If  an  action  had  been  brought  on  the  covenant 
to  compel  the  Plaintiff  to  continue  the  working  of  the 
mines,  and  there  had  been  no  other  reservation  in  the 
lease  than  a  royalty  of  a  certain  sum  per  wey  on  all  the 
coal  raised,  then  the  Court  would  have  applied  the  prin- 
ciple of  Smith  V.  MorriSy  and  would  have  relieved  the 
Plaintiff  from  the  expense  of  working  an  unprofitable 
mine  on  his  paying  the  Defendant  for  all  the  coal  under 
the  land,  which  would,  in  substance,  be  ^ving  him  all 
that  he  was  entitled  to  under  the  lease;  for  he  could  de- 
rive no  benefit  from  compelling  the  Plaintiff  to  continue 
the  working  of  the  mine."' 

In  this  case  the  lessor  can  recover  S002.  a  year,  whether 
the  coal  be  worked  or  not^  and  the  royalty  if  the  coal  be 
worked.  If  the  lessor  were  suing  the  Plaintiff  upon  his 
covenant  to  continue  the  working  of  the  mine,  that  would 
be  like  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Morris;  but  no  attempt  has 
been  made  to  enforce  that  covenant.  The  Plaintiff  is 
imder  legal  liabilities  by  this  lease,  which  the  lessor  is  not 
seeking  to  enforce  inequitably;  and,  therefore,  this  bill  is, 
.  in  that  respect^  premature,  and  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 


1854. 


JudgmenL 
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junt  i2th  (r  MANN  V.  THOMPSON. 

28M.  ^ 

wm-nmeqf  XJTEOROE  MANN,  by  his  will,  dated  the  30th  day  of 

^J^/Xr.  August,  1838,  bequeathed  as  follows:— "I  also  give  and 

wmng,*"  bequeath  to  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  my  two 

When  a  ram  jBons,  Oeorge  King  Mann  and  John  King  Mann,  and  of  iny 

quea^ed  to  be  daughters,  Arabella  Hail,  Elizabeth  Saunders,  Susan  Cur- 

f  ri^^Xn"^  ew,  Helen  Mann,  and  Catherine  Bate,  the  sum  of  251  each, 

the  eldest  at-  of  lawful  money  of  the  United  Kingdom,  who  being  a  son 

tains  twenty-  i     n  .        i  #»  «     • 

one,  whether  or  SOUS  shall  attam  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  being 

Jim eonti^  a  daughter  or  daughters  shall  attain  that  age  or  marry: 

^dren  who  Provided  always,  that,  if  at  the  time  of  my  decease  any  of 

are  horn  hefore  their  said  children,  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall  be  under  the 

the  period  of  _  i    •  i        t  ^        ^ 

diTision  are  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  being  a  daughter  or  daughters 
lotted  to  take  ^j^^  ^^q  under  that  age  or  unmarried,  the  executors  or 

When  dis-  executor,  or  trustees  or  trustee  of  this  my  will  for  the  time 
moneywe  g*.  being,  shall  or  may  apply  all  or  any  part  of  the  income  of 
Sriduai^t^  the  share  or  respective  shares  of  such  child  or  children  in 
class,  hut  no  or  towards  his,  her,  or  their  support,  maintenance,  and 
for  distribution,  education,  and  shall  apply  the  residue,  if  any,  in  augment- 
answer*SSede-°  ^^^on  of  their  respective  shares:  Provided,  nevertheless, 
d^S'of  Se*^*  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^®'  *"^  ^  hereby  direct  and  declare,  that  in 
testator  are  casc  any  of  the  children  of  my  said  sons  and  daughters, 
to  take.  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty- 

The  construe-  one  years,  or  being  a  daughter  or  daughters  shall  die  un- 

tion  is  the  same  ,  t      •  ^  i       •        i  •    -,      i 

if  the  gift  be  of  der  that  age  and  without  having  been  married,  then  the 

^^^"he  ^n-  ^^^^  or  shares  of  him,  her,  or  them  so  dying,  as  well  ori- 

^"h^^h^d  ^^^  ^  *^^^  accruing  under  this  cross  executory  trust 

attain  twenty-  shall  go  to  the  Surviving  brothers  and  sisters  or  brother 

any  of  them  and  sistcr  of  such  child  or  children  so  dying,  equally  to 

dw't^tl^ge^is  ^^  divided  between  them  if  more  than  one,  share  and  share 

share  to  go  to 

his  fttrtrtoiit^  brothers  and  sisters,  although  A .  had  no  children  at  the  date  of  the  will  or  at  the  death 

of  the  testator,  but  had  children  bom  after  the  testator's  death. 

**  Surviring/'  in  such  a  limitation,  cannot  be  read  ''other,"  so  as  to  entitle  a  child  to  the  share  of 
a  brother  who  died  before  he  was  bom. 
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alike,  as  tenants  in  common  atid  not  as  joint  tenants;  and, 
if  there  shall  be  only  one  survivor,  then  such  one  survivor 
to  take  the  whole,  both  original  and  accruing/'  And  the 
testator  gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  unto  his 
wife  Mary  Mann,  absolutely,  and  appointed  her  and  the 
Defendants,  David  Thompson  and  Edward  Pearce,  his  ex- 
ecutrix and  executors. 

The  testator  died  on  the  15th  of  February,  1839. 

At  the  date  of  his  will,  and  also  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
all  his  sons  and  daughters  were  living,  and  were  all  mar- 
ried except  John  King  Mann  and  Helen  Mann;  and  at 
both  those  dates  all  the  married  children  except  Oeorge 
King  Mann  had  children,  and  the  eldest  of  such  children 
was  a  daughter  of  Arabella  Hall,  who  attained  her  age  of 
twenty-one  years  in  June,  1842. 

After  the  testator's  death  John  King  Mann  married, 
and  had  three  children,  namely,  John  BaU  Mann,  who 
was  bom  on  the  17th  of  February,  1842,  and  died  on 
the  following  day;  the  PlaintiflF,  Oeorge  William  Mann, 
who  was  born  on  the  5th  of  October,  1846;  and  Alfred 
Mann,  who  was  bom  on  the  9th  of  January,  1851,  and 
died  on  the  25th  of  the  same  month. 
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The  Plaintiff  claimed,  that  legacies  of  25i.  each  were 
given  to  all  the  children  of  the  testator  s  sons  and  daugh- 
ters who  were  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  or  who 
were  bom  afterwards ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
in  his  own  right,  and  as  survivor  of  his  brothers,  John 
BaU  Mann  and  Alfred  Mann,  to  three  legacies  of  25?. 
each. 


Mr.  Dickinson  for  the  Plaintiff. — All  the  children  bom 


ArgumenU 


after  the  death  of  the  testator  were  entitled  to  legacies        """ 
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1864.        under  this  bequest:  Harris  v.  Lloyd(a);  and  this  must 
have  been  the  testator's  intention,  for  he  knew  the  state 
of  the  family  both  at  the  date  of  the  will  and  at  his  death, 
and  yet  left  the  bequest  to  children  of  his  son  and  daugh- 
jrgume^     ter,  who  had  then  no  children,  unaltered. 

At  least  such  children  as  were  bom  before  the  daughter 
ofiiroi^Sa^oS  attained  twenty-one  must  take:  Wkitbread 
V.  Lard  St  John(b),  EUison  v.  A%rey(c),  Brandon  v.  As- 
tound), Maddison  y.  Andrew {e)\  and  the  Plaintiff,  though 
not  bom  until  after  Mr&  HaU's  daughter  attained  twenty- 
one,  is  the  survivor  of  his  brother,  who  was  bora  before 
that  time,  and  thus  takes  his  share. 

Mr.  Feftsfer,  Mr.  WiOcock,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  WhiOyread  for 
persons  interested  in  the  residue. — The  children  living  at 
the  testator's  death  were  alone  entitled:  Coleman  v.  Sey- 
mour{f\  Spradding  v.  Rainer{g\  Ringrose  v.  Bram- 
ham(h),  Storrs  v.  Benbow(%)f  Scott  v.  Hie  Eari  of  Scarbo- 
rough(k). 

The  Plaintiff,  not  having  been  bom  till  after  the  death 
of  his  eldest  brother,  is  not  his  survivor:  Davidson  v. 
DaUas(l). 

Mr.  Dickinson  in  reply. 

The  YioE'Chancellor  reserved  his  judgment. 


(a)  T.  &  R  310.  (g)  I  Dick.  344. 

(b)  10  Ves.  152.  (h)  2  Cox,  384. 

(c)  1  Ves.  111.  (t)  2  M.  &  K.  46. 

(d)  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  30.  (it)  IBeav.  154. 

(e)  1  Vas.  sen.  57.  (Q  14  Yes.  676. 
If)  1  Yes.  sen.  209. 
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Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:—  1854. 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether,  under  all  the 
circumstances,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  any  interest 
in  any  of  the  legacies  of  25t  given  hj  the  will  of  the    /^,J7^ 
testator. 


Mann 

9. 

Thompson. 


JudgmmL 


It  has  been  contended  by  Mr.  Dickinson,  who  argued 
the  case  very  ably,  that  the  bequest  must  be  taken  to  be 
either  of  251.  each  to  all  the  children  bom  or  to  be  bom 
during  the  lives  of  their  respective  parents,  or  to  such  of 
the  said  children  as  were  born  before  any  child  attained 
twenty-one,  as  that  event  happened  after  the  death  of  the 
testator.  There  seems  to  be  no  reported  case  precisely 
like  this;  but  there  is  quite  sufficient  authority  upon  the 
principleHo  enable  me  to  come  to  a  conclusion  satisfactory 
to  my  own  mind. 

First.  When  a  sum  of  money  is  given  to  be  divided 
among  a  class  of  children,  whether  the  gift  be  vested  or 
contingent,  and  the  period  of  division  is  fixed  to  be  upon 
the  attainment  by  any  child  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
all  the  children  born  before  the  period  of  division  are  let 
in  to  take,  and  all  those  bom  afterwards  are  excluded.  It 
was  argued  that  this  is  not  the  true  constmction  of  the 
testator's  language,  but  that  the  rule  has  been  occasioned 
by  the  inconvenience  which  would  arise  from  a  contrary 
conclusion,  and  tends  rather  to  set  aside  the  testator's  in- 
tention on  the  ground  of  inconvenience,  or,  more  correctly 
speaking,  that  there  are  in  such  cases  two  intentions,  both 
of  which  cannot  be  fulfilled,  namely,  to  give  the  legacies 
at  a  certain  time,  and  to  give  them  to  all  the  children; 
and  the  former  intention  must  be  postponed  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  number  of  children  who  are  to  take.  I  do 
not  think,  however,  that  this  is  the  true  view.  The  real 
doctrine  of  the  Court  is,  that,  when  children  are  mentioned 
in  a  will,  that  means,  prima  facie,  if  no  intervening  in- 

VOL.  I.  Y  Y  B.  K.  w. 
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1854. 
Mann 

V. 
TlIOMPfSON. 

Judgment, 
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terest  be  given,  that  which  is  contidefed  to  be  the  testlL- 
tor's  meaning  in  the  case  of  a  gift  to  individuals,  namely, 
those  who  may  be  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator 
K  the  gift  be  not  immediate,  it  may  be  that  he  intends 
to  include  all  those  children  who  may  be  living  at  the 
time  of  distribution;  and  the  Court  judges  of  the  inten- 
tion in  this  respect  from  the  whole  .scope  of  the  wilL 
Lord  ThurloWy  in  Andrews  v.  Partington(a),  is  reported 
to  have  intimated  an  opinion  that  the  rule  was  artificial^ 
and  that  there  was  no  greater  inconvenience  in  deciding 
that  all  the  children  were  intended  in  thd  case  of  a 
devise,  than  in  that  of  a  marriage  settlement  I  think 
that  this  can  hardly  be  a  correct  report  of  what  his  Lord- 
ship said,  because  the  difference  between  a  will  and  set- 
tlement is  obvious.  The  first  intent  of  a  settlement  is 
to  make  a  provision  for  all  the  children  6f  the  marriage ; 
but  no  such  intention  is  necessarily  to  be  inferred  from 
a  gift  by  will.  Moreover,  in  the  case  of  a  settlement,  the 
provision  is  almost  always  to  take  effect  after  the  death  of 
one  of  the  parents,  when  the  possibility  of  further  chil- 
dren is  at  an  end;  and,  therefore,  the  rule  as  to  the 
period  of  distribution  necessarily  lets  in  all  the  children. 
However,  the  rule  as  to  the  time  of  the  division  of  a  sum 
among  a  class  is  now  settled. 


The  next  case  is  not  a  bequest  of  a  sum  to  be  divided 
among  a  class,  but  a  gift  of  a  certain  sum  to  each  indivi- 
dual of  the  class,  where  no  time  is  fixed  by  the  will  at 
which  the  class  is  to  be  ascertained.  I  do  not  find  any 
decided  case  in  which  the  point  has  arisen,  which  occurs 
here  with  regard  to  children,  who  were  neither  in  esse  at 
the  date  of  the  will,  nor  at  the  testator's  death;  but  there 
are  several  authorities  in  cases  of  gifts  to  children  simpli- 
citer,  where  there  were  children  in  esse  both  at  the  date 


(a)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  403. 
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of  the  will  and  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  The  first  of 
these  18  Ringrose  v.  Bramham(a)y  in  which  the  gift  was 
"  to  every  child  he  hath/'  and  there  were  some  children 
living  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  others  born  before  the 
death  of  the  testator,  and  some  bom  afterwards.  The 
Master  of  the  Rolls  let  in  those  bom  between  the  date 
of  the  will  and  the  testator's  death,  but  not  those  bom 
after  that  event  And  the  reason  which  he  gave  for  ex- 
cluding them  seems  to  be  very  sound,  namely,  the  extreme 
inconvenience  of  postponing  the  distribution  of  the  testa- 
tor's personal  estate  until  all  the  children  who  might  be 
born  should  be  ascertained,  which  would  not  happen  until 
the  death  of  their  respective  parents.  That  case  was  fol- 
lowed in  Storrs  v.  Benhow{b\  in  which  the  gift  was  "to 
each  child  that  may  be  born  to  either  of  the  children  of 
either  of  my  brothers  lawfully  begotten."  The  present 
Lord  Chancellor  seems  to  have  intimated  some  doubt  of 
the  correctness  of  that  construction,  when  the  case  was 
before  him  on  another  point  (c);  but  there  has  been 
no  appeal  from  that  decision,  although  there  was  much 
litigation  upon  that  particular  wilL  The  case-of  5utf^ 
V.  Lowe(d)  is  entirely  to  the  same  effect  The  words 
there  were  "to  each  of  the  children  begotten  or  to  be 
begotten."  And  there  is  no  decision  in  any  way  op- 
posed to  those  except  that  in  Defflis  v.  Oold8chviidt(e), 
which  was  cited  in  both  the  cases  I  have  mentioned,  and 
in  which  it  was  clear  that  after- bom  children  were  in- 
tended to  be  included ;  and  it  was  held,  that  if  there  be  a 
manifest  intention  to  make  an  inconvenient  arrangement 
it  must  be  made. 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiff's  father  was  not  married  at  the 
date  of  the  will  or  at  the  death  of  the  testator;  and  Mr. 


1854. 
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(a)  2  Cox,  384. 

(6)  2  M.  &  K.  46. 

(c)  3  De  a,  Mac,  &  G.  390. 


{d)  10  Sim.  317. 
(e)  1  Mer.  417. 
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1854        Dickinson  cited  several  cases,  to  shew  that  where  there  is 
a  beqnest  to  chDdren,  and  there  are  none  in  esse  at  the 
date  of  the  will,  that  is  a  good  executory  beqnest  to  them; 
but  those  were  all  cases  in  which  a  certain  sum  of  money 
was  given  in  trust;  and  it  was  hardly  possible  to  make  any 
inference  except  that  the  testator  intended  the  sum  to  be 
separated  from  his  estate  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustees;  and  therefore  he  could  have  no  other  object  than 
the  formation  of  an  executory  trust;  and  that  is  alto- 
gether different  from  the  case  of  bequests  of  several  given 
sums  of  money  not  ascertained  in  number,  except  by  refer- 
ence to  the  number  of  the  legatees,  which  occasions  a  dif- 
ficulty in  administering  the  estate  if  the  time  of  ascer- 
taining them  is  to  be  indefinitely  postponed.     Not  a  single 
legacy  in  fact  could  be  paid  to  any  person,  for  all  might 
have  to  abate.    It  also  seems  to  me  of  little  importance 
whether  the  parent  had  children  or  not  at  the  date  of  the 
will,  because  they  might  die  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  and 
then  the  same  inconvenience  would  arise  if  children  after- 
wards bom  were  to  be  let  in. 

But  from  the  particular  words  of  this  will  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  testator  contemplated  those  children  only  who 
should  be  living  at  his  death.  There  is  a  provision  for 
maintenance  of  the  children  who  might  be  living  at  his 
death,  during  their  minorities,  out  of  the  income  of  their 
shares;  and  there  is  no  such  provision  for  after- bom  chil- 
dren, as  might  have  been  expected  if  the  testator  had  in- 
tended to  include  them.  It  is  said,  that  the  second  pro- 
viso for  survivorship  is  general;  but  I  think  it  is  impossible 
to  read  the  word  "  surviving"  in  that  proviso  as  "  others.'' 
The  Plaintiff  in  this  case  cannot  be  said,  in  any  sense,  to 
be  the  survivor  of  his  brother  John  Ball  Mann,  for  he  was 
not  in  existence  till  after  the  death  of  John  Ball  Mann, 
liord  Eldon  observes  upon  that  in  Davidson  v.  DaJlas(a), 

(o)  14  Ves.  576. 
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where  a  sum  was  given  defeasible  on  the  death  of  any  of 
the  legatees  under  twenty-one,  and  that,  being  a  vested  in- 
terest at  once,  did  not  let  in  after-born  children;  and  Lord 
Eldonssid,  that  survivors  had  never  been  construed  'others' 
except  where  it  was  necessary  to  give  a  forced  construc- 
tion to  the  word,  and  he  refused  to  do  so  in  that  case. 
The  natural  construction  here  is,  that  the  testator,  having 
given  legacies  to  all  the  children  living  at  his  death,  then 
makes  a  gift  over  of  the  share  of  any  one  dying  under 
twenty-one,  not  contemplating  at  all  the  whole  class  who 
might  be  bom  through  a  long  series  of  years  during  the 
lives  of  the  parents  of  the  children. 


The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  or  not  any 
child  of  John  King  Mann  could  claim,  being  bom  before 
the  daughter  of  Arabella  HaU  attained  twenty-one.  I  ap- 
prehend that  the  principle  is,  that  when  a  testator  gives  le- 
gacies to  children,  whether  they  are  vested  or  contingent, 
he  means  only  those  who  may  be  living  at  his  death;  and 
the  rule  is,  that  that  is  the  time  of  ascertaining  the  class 
to  take:  and  the  circumstance,  that  the  property  does  not 
become  an  absolute  or  vested  interest  before  the  legatees 
attain  twenty-one,  does  not  alter  the  rule,  so  as  to  let  in 
children  who  may  be  born  in  the  interval;  because 
several  of  the  children  might  die  under  twenty-one,  or 
there  might  be  no  children  of  any  of  the  objects,  and  it 
might  be  necessary  to  wait  until  a  series  of  deaths  had 
taken  place,  and  all  the  remaining  legatees  had  attained 
twenty- one,  and  until  that  time  the  payment  of  every 
legacy  would  have  to  be  postponed.  I  must,  therefore, 
hold  that  none  of  the  legacies  became  payable  to  any  of 
the  children  of  the  sons  or  daughters  of  the  testator  who 
were  born  after  his  death. 
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Jum20th. 

wtruotUm — 
LntekoUU. 

A  beqaett  of 
leaseholds  to 
A,  for  life,  re- 
mainder  to  B.^ 
remainder  to  Cy 
ffires  B.  a  life 
interest  only. 


THE  EARL  OF  LONSDALE  ».  THE  COUNTESS 
BERCHTOLDT. 

X  HE  l&te  Marquis  of  Hertford^  by  one  of  the  codicils  io 
his  willy  dated  in  1835,  bequeathed  as  follows: — 

'^  As  to  my  leasehold  estates  in  the  Regent's  Park,  linen, 
furniture,  and  entire  contents,  excepting  one  or  two  or 
more  family  pictures  and  books  I  may  have  moyed  there, 
^though  entailed,  and  everything  it  and  they  contain,  I 
am  minded  to  bequeath  for  her  life  to  Charlotte  Leopoldina 
Strachan  aforesaid,  remainder  to  said  MatUda^  remainder 
to  said  Louisa." 

Charlotte  Leopoldina  Strachan  afterwards  married  Count 
Emmanuel  de  Zichy  Ferraris,  who  had  since  died;  Louisa 
married  the  Prince  Vicenzo  de  St  Antimo  Ruffo,  and  Ifa- 
tilda  married  Antoine  Count  BerchtoldL 

The  executors  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  to  have  the  con- 
struction of  this  codicil  determined. 


Argument.         Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Schomberg,  for  the  Plain- 
tifik 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  R.  Pryor,  for  the  Countess 
Berchtoldt  (formerly  the  said  MatUda),  claimed  the  lease- 
holds absolutely,  citing  Harris  v.  Davis  (a). 

Mr.  Chandless,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Ftncen*  and  Mr.  Tripp,  for 
other  parties. 

Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Erskine,  for  the  Princess  de  St 

(a)  1  Coll.  416. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


647 


1854. 


Bkbcutoldt. 
ArgumenL 


Antimo  Ruffo  (fonnerly  the  said  Lovdsa),     The  gift  to 

MatUda  was  of  a  life  interest  only.     The  words,  "  remain-   ^  ^"^T' 

.  Thi  Earl  of 

der  to  Louisa     can  have  no  other  meaning  than  "  after     Lonrdale 

her  death  to  Louisa."    In  Saunders  v.  Vautier  (a),  Lord  thi  Countew 

OoUenham  observed  upon  the  importance  of  the  addition 

of  the  words  *'  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,"  in 

a  gift  of  personalty;  and  it  is  a  fair  argument,  that  the 

absence  of  those  words  affords  at  least  an  inference  that 

the  gift  was  not  intended  to  be  of  an  absolute  interest, 

which  inference  is  confirmed  by  the  gift  over. — ^They  cited 

also  Doe  d.  Phipps  v.  Lord  Mulgrave  (6),  which  is  stated 

in  the  judgment. 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  am  of  opinion,  that,  for  the  purposes  of  this  question, 
there  is  no  difference  between  a  specific  bequest  of  lease- 
holds or  any  other  chattel  If  there  be  an  executory  gift 
over  of  leaseholds,  which  fails,  the  property  being  given  away 
from  the  executors,  the  specific  legatee  for  life  takes  the 
absolute  interest,  though  that  probably  was  not  the  inten- 
tion. I  do  not  know  that  the  rules  of  construction  as  to 
leaseholds  are  different  from  those  which  apply  to  the  gift 
of  any  other  chattels.  If  this  had  been  a  limitation  of  a  sum 
of  stock  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  B.,  remainder  to  (7., 
I  should  have  had  little  doubt  that  the  testator,  using  the 
expression  "  remainder  to  C."  must  have  thought  there 
would  be  something  for  (7.  to  take.  The  same  rule  seems  to 
apply  to  leaseholds.  I  must  suppose  thi^t  the  testator  con- 
sidered there  was  something  remaining  after  the  interests 
previously  given,  which  would  pass  by  the  gift  to  Louisa. 
The  only  mode  in  which  that  could  have  effect  would  be  by 
reducing  the  former  gift  to  Matilda  to  a  life  interest.    The 


Judgment, 


(a)  Or.  &  rh.  249. 


{b)  6  T.  R  320. 
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1854.        peculiarity  here  is,  that  the  first  gift  was  expressly  for 

The  Earl  of    ^^f  ^  ^^^^  ^^^^  difference  seems  to  be  made  in  the  gift 

LoHSDALE     to  Matilda.    In  that  respect  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Phipps  y. 

TheCodntbm  Mulgrave{a),   which  has  been   cited,  seems  to  have   a 

'   bearing  upon  this  case.    The  will  there  was  very  loosely 

Judgment  -^i^orded,  there  being  a  devise  in  trust  for  the  testator's  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  and  on  failure  of  such  issue, 
to  the  testator's  brother  Henry  and  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail  male.  And  there  was  a  question,  whether 
Henry  should  not  take  an  estate  in  tail  male  as  well  as 
his  sons;  and  Lord  Kenyan,  C.  J.,  and  BvUer,  J.,  decided, 
tliat  he  took  only  a  life  estate,  with  remainder  in  tail  to 
his  issue,  the  latter  expressing  himself  thus:  "  This  will, 
though  expressed  in  such  short  terms,  is  so  clear,  that  no 
person  but  a  technical  lawyer  can  entertain  a  doubt  with 
respect  to  its  meaning.  It  is  an  epitome  of  a  strict  settle- 
ment The  whole  is  inaccurate,  for  the  devisof  b^ins 
with  giving  his  estates,  not  to  trustees,  but  in  trust  to 
certain  persons,  and  there  is  no  limitation  at  all  to  their 
heirs.  As  to  the  principal  question:  the  devisor  has  not 
said  in  express  terms  that  he  devised  to  his  hioi^itt  Henry 
for  life ;  but  it  manifestly  appears  that  it  was  his  intention 
that  his  brothers  should  only  take  life  estates.  In  this 
case  we  are  not  hampered  by  technical  words,  and  we  have 
only  to  consider  the  plain  meaning  of  the  devisor,  which, 
I  think,  was  to  limit  his  estate  in  strict  settlement  to  his 
brothers  in  succession.'' 

In  this  case  the  words  are  loose  and  inaccurate;  but  I 
think,  that,  to  any  but  a  lawyer's  mind  embarrassed  by  the 
technical  meaning  of  particular  words,  the  construction 
must  be,  that  this  was  a  gift  of  successive  life  interests  to 
Charlotte  and  Matilda.  It  is  true,  that  a  limitation  of  a 
chattel  to  A.  simply  gives  an  absolute  interest;  and  for 

(a)  5  T.  R  320. 
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that  reason  there  is  great  force  in  the  observation  of  Lord        1354, 
CoUenham  in  Saunders  v.  Vautier  (a),  that  the  question,    „^    - 
whether  words  of  limitation  are  added,  may  be  of  con-      Lonsoalb 
siderable  consequence  in  ascertaining  the  intention  of  the  xhb  Co'untbss 
testator.     Of  course,  if  the  limitation  had  been  to  MatUda^    Berchtoldt. 
her  executors  and  administrators,  there  would  have  been     Judgment, 
no  doubt.     So,  also,  if  the  limitation  had  been  to  her  and 
the  heirs  of  her  body,  the  rule  of  law  would  give  her  the 
absolute  interest;  but  to  make  me  conclude  that  the  tes- 
tator has  endeavoured  to  violate  some  rule  of  law  in  the 
limitation  over,  and  thus  prevent  its  taking  effect,  I  must 
have  a  distinct  indicati(m  of  such  an  attempt  on  his  part 
If  there  be  such  an  indication  the  gift  over  is  void ;  if  not, 
why  am  I  to  infer  that  he  intended  to  give  an  absolute 
interest  to  Matilda^  and  then  a  remainder  over,  which 
would  be  repugnant  both  to  the  rules  of  law  and  common 
sense?     Considering  that  I  am  bound  to  pve  effect,  if 
possible,  to  all  the  words  of  this  bequest,  and  that  there 
is  nothing  which  expressly  shews  a  clear  intention  to 
give  an  absolute  interest  to  Matilda,  I  think  the  true 
construction  is,  that  she  takes  a  life  interest  only. 

(a)  Cr.  &  Ph.  249. 
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jrdy  4ih.  NASH  V.  HODGSON. 

siahOB  o/u-  vOEN  APPLETON  gave  three  joint  and  several  pro- 

PaymmtTf  missory  notes  to  Eliza  Moore,  for  sums  of  money  which  he 

iiaensi--Ajh  y^  borrowed  from  her,  and  lawful  interest  for  the  same. 

ptxipnaswn, 

Two  of  these  promissory  notes  were  signed  by  John  Apple- 

owes  principal  ton  and  Joseph  Moore,  and  were  dated  in  January,  1840, 

Sn^tSSpro-  «n^  J^e>  IS*^-    The  third  was  dated  in  June,  1841, 

^Ta  ^2  *^^  ^^  signed  by  John  Appleton  and  Hanna  SnUth,  wi* 

in  respect  of  dow,  who  had  since  died 

two  of  them  if 
barred  by  the 

Stetnteof  Li-  Jjx  September,  1850,  Eliza  Moore,  who  had  since  mar- 

the  creditor  re-  ricd  the  Plaintiff  Nash,  joined  with  him  as  co-Plaintiff 

of  btcDMt^*  in  the  claim  in  this  suit  for  payment  of  the  money  due  on 

n«any,andthe  the  last*meiitioned  note  against  the  executors  of  Sanna 

debtor  makes  ft 

amaU  payment  Smith,  of  whom  the  Said  Johh  Appleton  was  one. 

on  account, 
without  speci- 

fyinff  in  respect  An  inquiry  was  directed  at  the  hearing,  whether  any 

such  payment  money  had  been  paid  within  six  years  before  the  filing  of 

notsuc^ ^im-  *^®  claim,  for  interest  on  the  last-mentioned  promissory 

equiTocal  ac-  note. 

knowledgment 

of  the  debts 

which  are  bar-  The  Master  found,  that,  on  the  16th  of  December,  1 846, 

red  as  to  pre-  ,                                     , 

Tent  the  opera-  51.  was  paid  by  John  Appleton  for  interest  on  the  said  note, 

to^°     ®  and  to  this  report  exceptions  were  now  taken. 

The  creditor 

^y  *PP[^PJ-  It  appeared,  that,  in  December,  1846,  Eliza  Moore  was 

payment  of  this  residing  with  John  Appleton,  and  that  she  "applied  to 

of  the  debts,  him  for  a  payment  on  account  of  interest  then  due  to 

SriLrn^^^n'S  her;"  and  that,  on  the  16th  of  that  month,  he  paid  to  her 

»J^*««^f««*  51,  as  she  alleged,  *'on  account  of  interest  generally;*' 

unless  acknow-  and  that,  shortly  afterwards,  on  returning  to  BirmingJiani, 

manner*byAe  where  the  promissory  note  of  1841  was  deposited  with  a 

debtor.  friend,  she  indorsed  upon  it  a  memorandum,  that  the  51, 
had  been  received  "  for  interest  due  on  this  note." 
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Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Shebf)eare  for  the  exception. 
— The  debt  upon  this  promissory  note  is  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  l.  In  Holme  v. 
Green  (a),  a  payment  on  account  by  one  of  two  joint 
debtors  did  not  avoid  the  effect  of  the  statute.  In  Tip- 
petts  V.  Heane  (h),  a  general  payment  of  \0L  by  the  direc- 
tion of  the  debtor  to  the  creditor,  there  being  no  evidence 
on  what  particular  account  it  was  paid,  was  not  a  suffi- 
cient admission  of  a  greater  debt  In  Waters  v.  Tomp- 
kins  (c),  where  a  sum  of  200/.  and  interest  was  due  on 
several  promissory  notes,  and  the  debtor  made  a  payment 
of  a  small  sum  generally,  in  consequence  of  an  application 
by  the  creditor  for  interest  wpon  the  200Z.,  that  was  held 
to  be  a  .sufficient  part  payment  within  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14. 
In  MiUs  V.  Fowkes  (d),  it  was  held,  that  a  creditor  had  a 
right  to  appropriate  a  payment  made  generally  by  the 
debtor  to  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute;  but  that  such  ap- 
propriation would  not  avoid  the  effect  of  the  statute,  as, 
for  that  purpose,  there  must  be  an  appropriation  by  the 
debtor. — ^They  cited  also  Waugh  v.  Cope  (e)  and  Bunn  v. 
BotiUon  (/). 


1864. 


ArgtaaefU, 


Mr.  RoU,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oreene  contri. — ^The  payment 
on  account  is  a  sufficient  pajrment  to  keep  alive  the  re- 
medy for  this  debt  Wyatt  v.  Hodaon  {g)  proves,  that 
payment  of  interest  by  one  of  several  joint  debtors  is  for 
this  purpose  equivalent  to  a  payment  by  them  alL  The 
payment  here,  being  general,  was  on  account  of  all  the 
debts,  that  is,  partly  on  account  of  each,  and  therefore  it 
was  an  acknowledgment  of  them  alL  If  not,;  then  the 
appropriation  by  the  creditor,  having  been  made  as  soon  as 


(a)  1  Stark.  488. 
(6)  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  252. 
(c)  2  Cr.  M.  &  R  723. 
(rf)  5  Bing.  N.  S.  456. 


(e)  6  M.  &  W.  824. 
(/)  2  C.  B.  476. 
(g)  8  Bing.  309. 
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ArffumeiU, 


possible  after  the  payment,  to  the  debt  of  1841,  prevents 
the  operation  of  the  statute  as  to  that  debt 

The  reply  was  not  heard 


Judffmetu.     Vicb-Chancbllor  Sib  W.  Pagb  Wood: — 

I  think  that  this  exception  must  be  allowed.  The  rea- 
son why  the  Statute  of  Limitations  has  permitted  part 
payment  of  a  debt  to  operate  as  an  acknowledgment  of 
its  existence  at  that  time  is,  because  it  is  an  unequivocal 
act,  and  affords  prim&  facie  evidence  that  the  party  so 
paying  owes  the  money.  If  there  be  only  one  debt,  of 
course  the  payment  must  be  in  respect  of  that  one.  If  it 
is  shewn  that  there  were  two  debts  contracted  at  different 
times,  something  beyond  the  mere  fact  of  payment  is  ne- 
cessary; for  that  alone  does  not  shew  in  respect  of  which 
debt  payment  is  made.  Here  there  are  three  promissory 
notes,  two  of  which  were  barred  by  the  statute,  and  the 
Plaintiff  Mrs.  Nash  made  a  demand  for  interest  generally. 
It  was  competent  for  the  Defendant  to  claim  the  benefit 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  as  to  some  of  the  notes;  but 
he  admitted,  that  he  owed  interest  which  she  had  claimed 
generally.  The  difficulty  is,  in  respect  of  which  debt  he 
made  that  admission;  and  the  Plaintiff  has  to  make  out, 
that,  by  paying  this  money  in  respect  of  interest,  the  De- 
fendant admitted  that  he  owed  her  money  upon  the  pro- 
missory note  of  1841.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  payment 
was  not  such  an  unequivocal  acknowledgment  of  this  par- 
ticular debt  as  would  be  sufficient  for  the  satisfaction  of 
a  jury.  Every  one  of  the  cases  cited  proceeds  upon  that 
principle.  In  MiUs  v  Fowke8(a),  the  party  owed  two 
debts,  one  of  which  was  barred  by  the  statute,  and  one 


(a)  5  Biiig.  N.  S.  455. 
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was  not  The  question  was,  whether,  having  made  a  pay-  1354^ 
raent  without  any  appropriation  at  all,  the  creditor  had  a 
right  to  say,  that  the  payment  was  made  in  respect  of 
both  debts;  but  the  Court  refused  to  decide  whether  it 
was  in  respect  of  one  or  the  other.  In  this  case,  the  ere-  •^•''^^w««'« 
ditor  afterwards  appropriated  the  payment  to  the  interest 
due  on  the  promissory  note  of  1841,  as  by  law  she  had  a 
right  to  do;  but  that  appropriation  could  have  no  effect 
upon  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  unless 
it  had  been  communicated  to  the  debtor  and  sanctioned 
by  him,  and  so  might  have  a  retrospective  effect  as  an 
acknowledgment  of  the  debt  If  the  debtor  in  such  a 
case  were  to  say,  I  make  this  payment  in  respect  of  my 
debt  of  2002.  to  you,  and  he  owed  several  debts,  amount- 
ing in  the  whole  to  200Z.,  that  would  be  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  them  all.  So,  if,  in  this  case,  the  Plaintiff  had 
written  a  letter  to  this  Defendant,  mentioning  that  the 
interest  on  the  three  notes  was  in  arrear,  and  requesting 
payment  on  account  of  such  interest,  a  general  payment 
would  have  been  an  admission  of  all  the  debts;  but  there 
is  nothing  to  satisfy  the  Court,  that  the  payment  which 
has  actually  been  made  was  an  unequivocal  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  debt  in  dispute,  because  it  was  just  as  much 
to  be  attributed  to  one  of  the  debts  as  to  another  of 
them. 


654 


GASES  IN  CHANGEBY. 


18M. 


Wm—Mind 
Fwtd^  Charge 
—Apportion- 


If  a  testator 
blends  the  pro- 
ceeds of  his 
real  and  per- 
sonal estate  in- 
to one  fund, 
and  makes  a 
charge  npon  the 
mixed  fund,  and 
a  devastayit  of 
the  personal 
estate  occurs, 
or  the  testator 
by  a  codicil  de- 
I  the  real 


estate  to  an- 
other person 
free  from  the 
charge,  the 
charge  does  not 
fiiil  proportion- 
ably,  but  must 
be  raised  out  of 
the  remaining 
estate. 


TATLOCK  V.  JENKINa 

Catherine  TATLOGK,  by  her  win,  dated  in  July, 
1840,  devised  all  her  real  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  by 
sale  or  mortgage  ^'  to  raise  in  aid  of  her  personal  estate  not 
specifically  bequeathed  (if  insufficient)  so  much  money  as 
should  be  requisite  to  satisfy''  her  debts,  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses,  and  legacies.  The  will  then  contained 
the  usual  provision,  that  the  trustees  should  have  power 
to  give  good  receipts,  and  provided,  that  any  surplus  of 
the  money  to  arise  by  such  sale  or  mortgage  should  b^ 
added  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix,  and  be  appli- 
ed accordingly;  and,  after  giving  various  legacies,  the  tes- 
tatrix declared  that  her  real  estate,  subject  as  aforesaid, 
and  also  the  residue,  if  any,  which, ''  after  making  the  pay^ 
ments  and  appropriation  aforesaid,*'  should  remain  of  her 
personal  estate,  should  be  held  upon  trust  for  Mary  T(xt^ 
lock  for  life;  and  from  and  after  her  decease,  ^^btU  as  to 
both  estates  subject  also  to  the  provision  neat  hereinafter  cof%r 
tained"  for  Henry  Jenkins^  his  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns:  Provided,  that  Mary  TaUock  should 
have  power  by  will  or  codicil  to  appoint  any  sum  or  sums 
of  money  not  exceeding  5000Z.  to  any  person  or  persons; 
and  the  testatrix  charged  her  ^'  said  real  and  residuary 
personal  estates  with  the  payment  of  the  sum  or  sums 
which  the  said  Mary  Tatlock  might  so  give,  bequeath,  or 
appoint;"  and  she  appointed  the  said  Henry  Jenkins  and 
Mary  Tadock  executors. 


By  a  codicil,  dated  in  1850,  the  testatrix  devised  all  her 
real  estates  to  Mary  Tatlock,  in  fee  simple  "  freed  and  dis- 
charged from  all  my  debts,  liabilities,  and  engagements; 
and  also  from  any  charges  created  by  my  said  will,  if  any; 
and  in  all  other  respects  I  confirm  my  said  will" 
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This  Was  a  suit  by  Mary  TaUock  against  Benry  Jen- 
kins for  administration ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the 
exoneration  of  the  real  estate  devised  by  the  codicil  to  Mary 
TaiLock  threw  the  burden  of  the  charge  of  5000Z.  upon  the 
residuary  personal  estate. 
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SUUemeni, 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  R,  Pryor,  for  the  Plaintiff.        Argument 

Mr.  JBoft,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  /.  V.  Prior,  for  the  Defendant 

The  codicil,  taking  the  real  estate  out  of  the  mixed  fund, 
upon  which  the  6000Z.  was  charged,  does  not  throw  the 
whole  charge  upon  the  personal  estate;  but  the  charge 
fails  so  far  as  it  would  have  been  payable  out  of  the  real 
estate.  In  Roberts  v.  Walker  (a),  a  testator  directed  his 
real  and  personal  estate  to  be  converted  and  applied  in 
payment  of  debts  and  legacies;  and  it  was  held,  they 
should  contribute  rateably,  and,  if  any  of  the  legacies  failed 
by  lapse,  the  heir  and  next  of  kin  took  the  benefit  of  such 
failure  in  proportion  to  the  respective  values  of  the  real 
and  personal  estates.  [Vice-  Chanoellob. — That  is  as  re- 
gards the  parties  who  take  subject  to  the  charge;  but,  as 
regards  the  person  interested  in  the  charge,  is  not  he  en- 
titled to  raise  it  out  of  either  fund  ?  Suppose  there  had 
been  a  devastavit,  could  not  he  raise  the  whole  charge  out 
of  the  real  estate?]  The  principle  of  that  decision  is,  that 
part  of  the  charge  is  fixed  upon  one  fund,  part  upon  the 
other,  exclusively.  [Vice-Chanceliob. — Surely  not  with 
respect  to  the  person  entitled  to  the  charge?  With  respect 
to  the  persons  entitled  to  the  funds  subject  to  the  charge, 
the  decision  was,  that  the  testatrix  had  no  intention  to 
favour  one  more  than  the  other.]  In  Falkner  v.  Orace(1)), 
an  annuity,  directed  to  be  paid  out  of  the  rents  of  real  ee* 
tate  and  the  proceeds  of  personalty,  was  held  to  be  appor- 


(a)  1  Ru88.  &  My.  752. 


(6)  9  Hare,  282. 
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tionable  between  them.  The  testatrix  did  not  intend  to 
deprive  the  Defendant  of  all  the  real  estate,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  subject  him  to  the  whole  burden  of  the 
charge. 

The  reply  was  not  heard. 


Judgment     Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Pagb  Wood: — 

I  cannot  have  any  doubt  concerning  the  effect  of  this 
charge.  I  think  theit  Roberts  y.  Walker  (a),  and  that  class 
of  cases,  have  been  misunderstood  in  this  argument  If  a 
testator  directs  his  real  estate  to  be  sold,  and  blends  the 
proceeds  with  his  personal  estate  into  a  mixed  fund,  any 
charge  upon  this  fund  falls  pro  rat&  upon  the  proceeds  of  the 
real  and  personal  estate,  as  between  the  persons  entitled 
to  them,  because  the  testator  intended  that  these  funds 
should  be  rateably  subject  to  the  charge,  and  did  not  mean 
in  this  respect  to  favour  one  of  the  persons  entitled  more 
than  the  other.  But,  with  respect  to  the  person  entitled 
to  the  charge,  it  would  he  altogether  novel,  and  would 
create  great  confusion,  if  I  were  to  hold,  in  cases  like 
Roberts  v.  Walker  (a),  where  the  real  and  personal  estate 
are  blended  in  one  fund,  that,  if  property  which  would 
have  fallen  into  the  common  fund,  be  taken  out  of  it  by  a 
subsequent  gift,  there  must  be  a  proportional  abatement  of 
the  charge.  I  think  that  such  a  doctrine  could  not  be  main- 
tained; and  I  cannot  distinguish  such  a  case  from  that  now 
before  me.  There  is  here  a  charge  of  50002.  upon  all  the 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  the  person  entitled  to  the 
charge  would  have  aright  to  take  it  out  of  all  or  any  par- 
ticular part  of  the  property  so  charged,  subject  of  course 
to  the  rule,  as  between  the  persons  interested  in  the  pro- 
perty subject  to  the  charge,  that  they  must  share  it  rateably. 

(a)  1  Ku88,  &  My.  752. 
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The  question  is,  whether  such  a  charge  would  be  diminish- 
ed by  a  codicil,  taking  the  real  estate  out  of  the  mixed  fund, 
and  giving  it  away  to  a  devisee  beneficially.  Here  such  a 
gift  has  been  made,  expressly  free  from  any  charge  created 
by  the  wiU,  which  of  course  includes  the  charge  of  50002. 
It  has  been  argued,  that  the  testatrix,  having  created  a 
mixed  fund,  and  made  this  general  charge  upon  it,  and 
having  subsequently  taken  away  part  of  the  fund  and 
declared  that  it  shall  be  free  from  the  charge,  it  is  freed 
from  that  proportion  of  the  charge  which  it  would  other- 
wise have  had  to  bear,  and  consequently  this  part  can- 
not now  be  raised.  But  I  think,  that  the  effect  of  taking 
this  estate  out  of  the  common  fund,  is  to  leave  what  re- 
mains subject  to  the  whole  charge. 
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Declare  that  the  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix  is  sub- 
ject to  such  charge,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  50002.,  as 
Mary  T<Mock  may  make  by  any  testamentary  appoint- 
ment 


VOL.  I. 


zz 


R  K.  W. 
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TATE  V.  LEITHEAD. 

John  FORSTER,  the  testator  in  this  cause,  by  his  will 

Trtui—(^equ€  ^j^^  codicil,  dated  in  1850,  made  certain  bequests  to  his 

MoriisCautd.  son-in-law  Harley  Robert  Johnston  and  appointed  Thomas 

A  man,  in  hii  Leitheod  and  his  nephew  George  Forster  executors. 

lait  illness,  a 

hiTdwuh  ^made  Upon  the  day  on  which  he  made  the  codicil  to  his  will, 

a  codicil  to  his  the  tcstator  wrote  upon  a  plain  sheet  of  paper  a  cheque 

tain  benefits  to  for  900Z.  upon  Messrs.  Glyn  &  Co.y  bankers,  payable  to  the 

^.,  jmd*ap-  ^  said  Thomas  Leitheod;  and  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper  the 

e^utor^On'  ^^tator  also  wrote  the  following  memorandum: — 

the  same  day, 

the  testator  "  Barley  Robert  Johnston    200i. 

on  a  plain  iSieet  Thomas  Leithead,  Esq.     2002. 

SfoS^yi>ie  Executorship  Fund.    .    500i 

to  A,  to  whom  _— — 

he  owed  200^.,  jE^900." 

and  wrote  on  ^^^^^^^ 
the  same  sheet, 

2ooi.f  execiuor-  ^^^  cheque  and  memorandum  the  testator  then  handed 

ijup  fond  500/."  to  Thomas  Leithead,  and  desired  him  to  keep  200t  in  dis- 

The  cheque  was  f^ 

presented  and  charge  of  a  debt  of  that  amount  owed  to  him  by  the  tes- 

tcstator'sdeath:  tator,  to  hold  2001  for  the  said  Harley  Robert  Johnston^ 

AiswM  not  a  *^^  ^^^  testator  directed  that  the  remaining  500t  should 

donatio  mortis  be  treated  as  part  of  his  general  estate. 

causa,  but  a 

complete  trust  a       i        •           o   i                            .1 

of  200/.  in  A.'$  At  the  time  of  these  transactions  the  testator  was  con- 
favour;  and  that 

it  was  not  ne- 


fined  to  his  bed,  without  hope  of  recovery,  of  the  illness  of 
cessaiy  that  he    ^hich  he  died  a  few  days  afterwards. 

sbould  have  any  *' 

notice  of  it  pre- 

riousiy  tothe         On  the  same  day  Thomas  Leithead  sent  by  post  the 

A  donatio    '  chequc  for  900Z.  to  Messrs.  Glyn  Jk  Co.,  with  a  letter  begging 

wy^t Tthe^    them  to  pay  the  amount  to  his  credit  at  a  bank  at  Aln- 

donor's  debts,     luick.    On  the  31st  of  May,  Messrs.  Glyn  &  Co.  remitted 

the  900Z.  pursuant  to  these  instructions,  and  advice  of  such 

remittance  was  received  at  Alnwick  on  the  morning  of  the 

1st  of  June. 
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At  about  one  o'clock  on  that  day  the  testator  died  in-  ism. 
solvent  Subsequently,  Thomas  Leithead  paid  200t,  part 
of  the  900t,  to  Harley  Robert  Johnstoriy  who  had  no  notice 
of  the  gift  previously  to  the  testator's  death.  This  was  a 
creditors'  suit  against  the  estate  of  John  Forater^  the  tes- 
tator. 


StatemetU. 


Mr.  fViUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Harrison  for  the  Plaintiff  Argument. 
—The  gift  of  the  200i.  to  Thomas  Leithead  for  H.  R. 
Johnston  was  a  donatio  mortis  caus4^  for  it  was  given  ob- 
viously for  testamentary  purposes,  and  "  in  the  extremity 
of  sickness  and  in  contemplation  of  death,"  as  the  bond 
was  given  in  Gardner  v.  Parker  (a). 

A  donatio  mortis  causa  is  liable  to  the  debts  of  the 
donor:  Smith  v.  Casen,  cited  in  Drury  y.  Smith (b).  [Vicb- 
Chanoellob. — I  think  that  is  so  settled  now.]  This  was 
not  a  good  trust  for  H,  R,  Johnston,  for  it  was  not  com- 
municated to  him;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  transac- 
tion which  necessarily  implies  that  the  donor,  intending 
only  a  benefit  to  take  effect  after  his  death,  meant  to 
place  this  property  out  of  his  control  in  his  lifetime: 
Hughes  V.  Stubbs  (c).  [Vice-Chncellob. — In  that  case 
the  benefit  intended  was  not  only  to  take  effect  after  the 
donor's  death,  but  also  "in  connexion  with  her  will;" 
and  it  could  only  be  determined  by  the  amount  of  the  le- 
gacy referred  to,  which  she  might  revoke  altogether.  Has 
it  ever  been  held,  that  notice  to  the  cestui  que  trust  is 
necessary?] 

Mr.  (7.  Jf.  RoupeU  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Dickinson  for  H,  -K.  Johnston. — This  was  a  good 
trust     A  man  may  make  verbally  a  binding  voluntary 

(a)  3  Madd.  184.       (h)  1  P.  Wms.  406,  n.        (c)  1  Hare,  476. 
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declaration  of  trust  of  personal  property  in  his  own 
hands.  So,  if  he  make  an  assignment  of  the  property 
to  a  third  party  upon  a  verbal  trust,  provided  the  as- 
signment is  legally  perfected;  but  if  such  an  assign- 
ment be  so  far  imperfect  that  either  party  is  obliged  to 
seek  the  assistance  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  perfect 
the  trust,  as,  where  the  subject  is  not  legally  assignable, 
a  consideration  must  be  shewn:  Ward  v.  Audland(a), 
Here  the  assignment  was  perfect,  and  the  trustee  received 
the  money,  and  therefore  the  gift  inter  vivos  was  com- 
plete, and  notice  to  the  cestui  que  trust  was  not  necessary. 
[The  Vice-Chancellor  referred  to  Moore  v.  Darton  (5).] 

It  is  impossible  to  consider  this  to  be  a  donatio  mortis 
causd;  for  there  is  nothing  whatever  to  raise  a  presump- 
tion, that  it  was  only  to  take  effect  on  the  death  of  the 
donor;  but  it  was  payable  on  demand  in  his  lifetime: 
Tate  V.  Hubert  (c).  The  testator  executed  his  codicil  on 
the  same  day,  and  might  have  given  it  by  such  codicil,  if 
that  had  been  his  intention.  Moreover,  part  of  the  900t. 
was  given  in  payment  of  a  debt  to  the  donee,  and  there- 
fore was  not  revocable;  and  then  the  circumstance  which 
distinguishes  this  from  other  cases,  is  the  written  memo- 
randum disposing  of  the  money,  from  which  alone  the  in- 
tention is  to  be  gathered:  Edwards  v.  Jones  (d);  and  there 
is  nothing  in  this  memorandum  from  which  it  can  be  in- 
ferred that  a  donatio  mortis  caus4  was  intended. 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 


Judgment.       ViCE-ChaNCELLOR  SiR  W.  PaGB  WoOD: — 

Subject  to  the  question,  whether  this  was  a  donatio 


(a)  8  Beav.  201. 
(h)  20  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Chanc,  626 ; 
4  De  G.  &  S.  517. 


(c)  2  Ve8.jiiii.  111. 
\d)  1  My.  &  Or.  235. 
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mortis  causa,  which  I  will  presently  consider,  I  think         13^4 
that,  consistently  with  the  authorities,  a  good  trust  was 
created  for  the  defendant  Harley  Robert  Johnston. 

The  case  oi Moore  v.  Barton  (a)  was  this: — There  was  ^^'^(nnetu. 
a  receipt  for  lOOt  by  William  Moore,  who  was  in  a  similar 
position  to  that  of  Thomas  Leiihead  in  this  case,  which 
was  thus  expressed: — "Received  22nd  of  October,  1843, 
of  Miss  Barton,  for  the  use  oi  Ann  Bye,  lOOt,  to  be  paid 
to  her  at  Miss  Bartons  decease ;  but  the  interest,  at  42. 
per  cent,  to  be  paid  to  Miss  Barton, — lOOZ."  The  Vice- 
Chancellor  there  said,  "  Although  this  was  not  signed 
by  the  giver  of  the  money,  yet  it  is  probable,  that,  she 
having  so  intended  the  transaction,  and  having  received 
the  document,  there  would  have  been  considered  a  suffi- 
cient assent  on  her  part  to  it  The  matter,  however, 
does  not  rest  there,  for  she  afterwards  signed  it,  the 
words  being,  ' I  approve  the  above — Betty  Barton'  The 
consequence  is,  that  Mr.  Moore,  having  received  this 
money,  became  trustee  of  it  for  the  use  of  Miss  Barton  for 
life,  and  subject  to  her  life  interest  for  the  use  of  Ann 
Bye,  whom  I  think  entitled  accordingly.'' 

In  this  case  Leithead  received  the  cheque,  and  also  a  me- 
morandum on  the  same  sheet  of  paper  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  testator,  on  which  was  written  "  Harley  Robert 
Johnston,  200Z. ;"  and  I  think,  that,  under  these  circum- 
stances, a  trust  was  created  of  200Z.  for  Harley  Robert 
Johnston  by  virtue  of  that  memorandum. 

The  question  of  donatio  mortis  causa  is  involved  in  this 
matter,  because  I  must  regard  the  whole  transaction,  to 
see  whether  the  donor  intended  merely  to  make  Leithead 
his  agent  to  pay  the  200^  to  Johnston  after  his  death. 

(a)  20  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Chano,  626;  since  reported,  4  De  G.  &  a  517. 
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No  doubt,  the  fact  of  the  donor  being  on  his  death -bed, 
and  treating  part  of  the  money  as  an  e^ecntorship  fund, 
are  circumstances  in  favour  of  this  argument;  but  then  he 
was  indebted  to  Leithead  in  the  sum  of  200Z.,  which  he  de- 
voted part  of  the  money  to  pay;  and  a  donatio  mortis 
caus&  can  only  be  established  by  a  necessary  implication, 
or  an  expressed  intention,  that  the  gift  should  not  take 
effect  except  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  donor.  In 
this  case,  if  he  had  recovered,  he  could  not  have  revoked 
the  gift  of  the  2002.  to  Leithead;  for  I  must  assume,  that 
the  donor  intended  to  pay  the  debt  which  he  owed  to 
Leithead  immediately,  and  not  to  make  it  dependent  on 
his  death,  and,  if  so,  I  do  not  see  how  the  circumstance  of 
his  treating  part  of  the  money  as  an  executorship  fund 
could  compel  me  to  infer  that  he  intended  the  gift  to 
Harley  Robert  Johnston  to  be  a  donatio  mortis  caus&,  any 
more  than  the  payment  to  Leithead  himself 


I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that,  when  this  money  was 
paid  to  the  account  of  Leithead,  he  became  a  trustee  of 
2002.  of  it  for  Harley  Robert  Johnston, 
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AVERY  v.  LANGFORD.  July  \h. 

An  1852  the  Plaintiff -4  very  was  a  general  merchant,  re-  Restraint  of 
siding  at  Boscastle  in  ComwaU,  and  trading  in  coals,  timber,  ,„^  EMbUth- 
building  materials,  lime,  corn,  malt,  manure,  and  other  ^«i/"— ^p«i>?o 

PerfoTmaineem 

articles  of  general  merchandise ;  and  the  Defendant  Lang-         

ford  was  also  a  general  merchant  at  Boscastle;  and  litiga-  of  the  busineM 

tion  having  arisen  between  them  as  to  the  boundary  be-  mercSaBni  a 

tween  certain  lands  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff  and  Defend-  country  place, 

the  vendor 

ant,  it  was  compromised,  upon  the  terms  contained  in  a  agreed  to  give 
written  agreement  entered  into  between  them  in  March  sm^of  leoof, 
J  852,  which  were  in  effect,  that  the  Plaintiff  should  pur-  S^i*'^'"^^^ 
chase  of  the  Defendant,  for  the  sum  of  1600t,  all  the  should  be  there- 
Defendant's  lands  at  J3o^ca«^  within  certain  limits,  free  in  any*' trad- 
from  incumbrances:  "Mr.  Langford  to  enter  into  a  bond  m?nt'*within a 
conditioned  to  pay  as  liquidated  damages  to  Mr.  -4 very  the  nfjg^bounng 
sum  of  2000Z.  if  he  the  said  Langford  be,  after  the  29th  prising  a  conxi- 
day  of  September  next,  concerned  in  any  trading  estab-  of  the  county  of 
lishment  within  the  district  comprised  between  Morwens-  ^^"^at^iis 
towsLtid  New  Quay,  and  Launceston  and  Bodmin"  was  not  too  ge- 

mi  •  '     ^        A  n  'o  n  /•  Dcral  a  restraint 

This  was  a  suit  by  Avery  for  specinc  performance  of  of  trade;  and 

,1  •  X  specific  perform- 

this  agreement  ^^^  of  Ae 

agreament  was 

decreed  at  the 

suit  of  the  ven- 
dor. 

Mr.  W.  M,  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Karslake  for  the  Plain-  .  in  constru- 
ing the  condi- 
tiff.  tion  of  such  a 

bond,  a  Court 
of  law  would 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  0,  M.  Oiffard  for  the  Defendant,  take  into  con- 
This  condition  is  void,  because  it  is  a  general  restraint  of  Landing  cir- 
trading,  and  would  prevent  the  Defendant  from  carrying  ^^J^^'xe- 
on  even  the  trade  of  a  haberdasher,  chemist,  or  a  cattle  or  cuting  the  bond, 

•  i_  •        t-      "D      1  *"^  would  con- 

horsedealer,  or,  in  fact,  any  trade  within  the  Bankrupt  sider  the  words 

*'  trading  esta- 
blishment" to 

mean  an  establishment  for  any  trade  likely  to  interfere  with  the  goodwill,  which  was  the  subject  of 

the  sale. 
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Laws,  the  only  limits  being  as  to  the  space  and  time 
within  which  the  restriction  is  to  operate  And  such  a 
general  prohibition  is  an  injury  to  the  public,  and  is  a 
larger  restriction  than  was  reasonably  required  for  the 
protection  of  the  Plaintiff.  In  Homer  v.  Graves  {a),  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Tindal  thus  lays  down  the  rule: — "The 
question  is,  whether  this  is  a  reasonable  restraint  of  trade. 
And  we  do  not  see  how  a  better  test  can  be  applied  to  the 
question,  whether  reasonable  or  not,  than  by  considering 
whether  the  restraint  is  such  only  as  to  afford  a  fair  pro- 
tection to  the  interests  of  the  party  in  favour  of  whom  it 
is  given,  and  not  so  large  as  to  interfere  with  the  interests 
of  the  public.  Whatever  restraint  is  larger  than  the  ne- 
cessary protection  of  the  party  can  be  of  no  benefit  to 
either;  it  can  only  be  oppressive,  and,  if  oppressive,  it  is 
in  the  eye  of  the  law  unreasonable.  Whatever  is  injurious 
to  the  interests  of  the  public  is  void  on  the  grounds  of 
public  policy:''  Ward  v.  Byrne  (b),  MaUan  v.  May(c). 


The  reply  was  not  heard. 


Jwfffment.      Vice-Chancbllob  Sir  W.  Pagb  Wood: — 

In  the  absence  of  any  distinct  authority,  I  do  not  think 
that  I  can  hold  that  the  restriction  contained  in  this 
agreement  is  too  wide  to  be  supported.  In  addition  to 
the  judgment  read  by  Mr.  Oiffard,  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Tindai  laid  down  the  doctrine  in  similar  terms  in  the  case 
of  Hitchcock  v.  Coker(d),  where  he  said :  "  We  agree  in  the 
general  principle  adopted  by  the  Court,  that,  where  the 
restraint  of  a  party  from  carrying  on  a  trade  is  larger  and 
wider  than  the  protection  of  the  party  with  whom  the  con- 
tract is  made  can  possibly  require,  such  restraint  must  be 


(a)  7  Bing.  736. 
(6)  6  M.  &  W.  548. 


(e)  11M.&W.  663. 
(d)  6  Ad.  &  £.  464. 
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considered  as  unreasonable  in  law,  and  the  contract  which 
would  enforce  it  must  be  therefore  void." 

The  difficulty  is  in  the  application  of  that  principle  to 
this  case.  The  question  there  was  as  to  the  space  within 
which  such  a  restriction  would  be  good,  and  the  time  of 
its  duration.  With  respect  to  the  latter,  it  has  been  held, 
that  a  trade  is  a  thing  saleable ;  and  that  the  restriction 
for  the  term  of  a  life,  though  not  the  life  of  the  original 
vendor,  is  not  an  unreasonable  condition.  The  terms  here 
are,  that  the  vendor  should  not  be  concerned  in  any  trad- 
ing establishment  within  a  certain  district.  I  think  there 
can  be  no  dispute  that  the  district  specified  in  this  case  is 
not  more  extensive  than  was  necessary  to  support  the 
good- will  of  the  trade  which  was  purchased.  The  chief  ques- 
tion is  upon  the  words  "  trading  establishment,"  the  sub- 
ject of  this  agreement.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  right,  that 
the  Plaintiff  should  be  protected  against  the  Defendant's 
setting  up  in  trade  as  a  haberdasher,  or  dealing  in  almost 
any  article  you  could  name  within  this  district;  for  the 
business  sold  is  that  of  a  general  merchant,  and  every  one 
knows  that  in  a  country  place  that  comprehends  almost 
every  kind  of  trade.  It  was  suggested,  that  the  Plaintiff 
would  not  trade  as  a  chemist,  for  example ;  but  it  is  by  no 
means  certain  that  he  might  not  find  it  convenient  to 
sell  drugs.  The  occupations  of  a  cattle  dealer  or  horse 
dealer  certainly  would  not  probably  be  carried  on  by  a 
general  merchant;  but  a  Court  of  law  in  an  action  upon 
the  bond  would  take  into  consideration,  in  construing 
the  words  "  trading  establishment,"  the  object  of  the  bond, 
and  the  surrounding  circumstances  at  the  time  of  its 
execution ;  and  the  reasonable  construction  of  the  words 
''  trading  establishment"  in  this  case,  according  to  popular 
usage,  would  by  no  means  necessarily  include  all  the 
various  trades  subject  to  the  Bankrupt  Law&  In  fact, 
that   was  the  fallacy  of  the  Defendant's  argument     It 
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was  contended,  that,  if  he  carried  on  any  trade  within 
this  district  in  respect  of  which  he  might  be  made  a 
bankrupt,  that  would  be  an  infringement  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  bond :  but  I  think  that  a  Court  of  law  would 
not  hold  such  a  bond  to  be  invalid  because  the  terms  of 
the  condition  were  too  large,  but  would  construe  that  con- 
dition with  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  trading  establish- 
ment which  was  the  subject  of  the  sale,  and  would  take 
it  to  mean  that  the  Defendant  was  not  to  set  up  within 
this  district  any  trading  establishment  which  would  in- 
terfere with  that  of  the  Plaintiff. 


^>wr€e.  Specific  performance,  with  costs;  the  form  of  the  bond 

to  be  settled  in  Chambers  if  the  parties  differ. 


The  Yalidity  of  the  restraint  in  these  cases  depends  very  mnch  up- 
on the  nature  of  the  trade,  which  may  require  a  larger  or  smaller 
district  to  carry  it  on,  according  to  circumstances. 

The  restriction  as  to  place,  therefore,  having  reference  to  the  na- 
ture of  the  trade,  is  the  most  important  consideration.  The  dura- 
tion in  time  of  the  restraint  seems  not  to  be  of  so  much  consequence. 
Most  commonly,  it  is  during  the  life  of  the  covenanting  party ;  but  in 
Archer  v.  Marsh  (6  Ad.  &  El.  959),  a  restriction  expressly  extended 
to  all  time  seems  to  have  been  supported. 

The  following  short  summary  of  the  decisions  on  this  question, 
since  1711,  arranged  in  chronological  order,  may  be  of  use: — 
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In  this  division  the  restriction  was  held  to  be  good: — 


Name  ofCa$e  and  Reference.  TVade. 


1711.  Mitchell  v.  Rey-\ 
nolds,  1  P.  Wms.  181  .  j 

1793.  Dayie  v.  Mason,  5  ) 
T.  R.  118     .        .        .J 

1803.  Bunn  v.  Guy,  4 ) 
East,  190  .        .  i 

1806.  Gale  v.  Reed,  S\ 
East,  79       .        .        ./ 

1818.   Williams   v.   Wil- 
liams, 2  Swanst.  253    . 

1825.  Homer  v.  Ashford, ) 
3  Bing.  322  .         .  j 

1829.  Wickens  v.  Eyans, 
3  Y.  &  J.  318.     . 

1837.  Hitchcock  v.  Coker 

6  Ad.  k  £.  438    . 
1837.  Archer  v.  Marsh,  6  ) 

Ad.  &  E.  959       .        .J 

1837.  WaUis  v.  Day,  2  M. ) 
&W.273    .        .        A 

1838.  Leighton  v.  Wales, ) 
3  M.  &  W.  545    .        .  i 

1840.  Procter  v.  Sargeant, ) 

2  M.  &  Gr.  20;  .S-.  C,  2  [ 
Scott  N.  R.  289  .  ) 

1841.  Whittaker  t>.  Howe,  ( 

3  Beav.  383  .        -) 

1843.  Mallan  v.  May,  11  \ 
M.  &  W.  663       .        .  j 

1844.  Rannie  v,  Irvine,  7  > 
M.  &  Gr.  969      .        . ) 

1846.  Rolfe  v.  Rolfe,  IS  ) 
Sim.  88.      .        .        .  ( 

1846.  Pilkington  «.  Scott, 
15  M.  &  W.  657  . 

1847.  Price  v.  Green,  16 
M.  &  W.  346 


Restriction  in  Time, 


Baker  . 
Surgeon . 
Attorney     .  < 

Rope-maker    . 

Coaching  hu-  > 
siness        . ) 

Saddlers'        \ 
ironmonger/ 

Travelling 
trunk- 
makers 

Druggist 
Carriers 
Carrier  . 


Stage    coach  ] 
proprietors ' 


Cowkeeperor] 
milkman  .  ^ 


1847.Pemhertont>.Vaugh. ) 
an,  10  Q.  B.  87    .        .  ( 


Attorney 
Dentist         .  j 

Baker     . 

Tailor .        .  | 

Crown   glass  *! 
,     maker       .j 

Perfumer,toy-  \ 
man,  and  f 
hair  mer-^ 
chant        . ) 

Maker     and ' 
seller  of  gin- 
ger beer 


Five  years  . 

Fourteen  years  . 

Lifetime         of 
covenantor 


Lifetime  of  vendor 

Lifetime  of  vendor 

Fourteen  years  . 

Lives  of     cove- 
nantors . 


Lifetime 
covenantor 


of 


For  ever    . 

Lifetime  of  vendor 

While  cove- 
nantee should 
carry  on  busi- 
ness 

During     service 
with  covenantor, 
or  twenty-four 
months  after   . 

Twenty  years     . 

Lifetime  of 
covenantor 

Fourteen  years  . 

Lifetime  of  ven- 
dors 

Seven  years 


Lifetime  of  ven- 
dors 


Lifetime  of  vendor 


Reetriction  as  to  Place, 


"In  the  parish." 

"Ten  miles  from  Thet- 
ford." 

{London,  and  150  miles 
from  thence. 

I  Covenant  to  employ  only 
th(j  purcha8«tii  qf  the 
lin^ino<^  »o  rniikp  cord- 
age for  the  vendor. 

S  Between  Reading  and 
\      London. 

Certain  specified  towns. 

}  Certain  districts  of  Enf  • 
land. 

^In  Taunton,  or  within 
S     three  miles  thereof. 

{Between  London  and  nu- 
merous other  towns. 

Unlimited. 

]  Any  part  of  the  road  be- 
>  tween  Croydon  and 
\     Charing  Cross. 


SFive  miles  from  North- 
ampton-square. 

Great  Britain. 

>  London. 

!  Within  one  mile  of  pre- 
mises sold  or  with  cus- 
tomers dealing  there. 
("Within    twenty    miles 
<     from  the  Standard  on 

(     ComhilL" 

* 

(  Not  to  serve  any  other 
C     person  than  plaintiffs. 

>  London  and  Westminster. 


{Within  one  mile  of  for- 
mer place  of  business. 
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In  this  division  the  restriction  was  held  to  be  good — continued: — 


Name  of  Coat  amd  Rrfenmoe. 


1847.  NichoUB©.Stretton, ) 
10  a  B.  346,  and  7  ) 
Beav.  42      .  .) 

1849.  Sainter  «.  Feigua- ) 
son,  7  C.  B.  716  .        .  J 

1850.  Atkins  «.  Kinnier, ) 
4  Ezch.  776        .        .  | 


1850.  Elyes  o.  Crofts.  10 
C.  B.241    . 


'.\ 


1852.  Torner  «.  Evans,  2 
De  G.,  M.  &  G.  740    . 


1853.Talliso.TalliB,l£L' 
&a391      .        .        .J 


Trade, 


{ 


Solicitor 
SuTgeon 
Suiigeon 
Butcher 


Wrneandspi-) 
ritmerchant  \ 


Canvassing 
trade    of  a 
publisher  . 


ReetrietUm  in  Time, 


Lifetime         of 
covenantor 

Lifetime         of 
covenantor 

Lifetime         of 
covenantor 

Lifetime  of  vendor 
Lifetime  of  vendor 


Lifetime 
covenantor 


Bestrietiom  ae  to  Place, 


[  For    any    persona    then 
clients  of  tl^e  oovenan- 
I     tee. 

At  Macclesfield,  or  within 
seven  miles  thereof. 

At  No.  28,  Doraetx^es- 
cent,  or  within  two  and 
a  half  miles  thereof. 

!  Within  five  miles  from 
premises  sold. 

(  Within  the  three  comities 
<  of  Carnarvon,  Anglesey, 
(     and  Merioneth. 

^In  London,  or  in  the 
counties  of  Middlesex 
or  Surrey,  or  within 
150  miles  of  Uie  Gene- 
ral Post  Ofilce;  in  Dub- 
lin or  Edinburgh,  or 
within  fifty  milea  from 
either  of  them. 


In  the  following  instances  the  restraint  was  held  to  be  void: — 


1831.  Homer  v.  Graves,  ) 
7  Bing.  735         .        .  J 

1831.  Toung  v.Timmins, ) 
1  C.  &  J.  831       .        .  ( 


1839.  Warde  «.  Byrne,  5 
M.  &  W.  548 


1840.  Hinde  «.  Gray,  1 
M.  &  Gr.  195 


1943.  Mallan  v.  May, 
M.  &  W.  653       . 


".i 


1847.  Price  v.  Green,  16  ' 
M.  s  T^  846       • 


Dentist  .     .< 


Bnussfounders  < 

Notto*yy^<w 
orbeempUnf- 
ed  in**  the 
business  of 
a  coal  mer- 
chant 

Brewer  or  \ 
agent  for  the  > 
sale  of  ale     ) 


Dentist  .     A 


Perfumer,  . 
toyman,  and  I 
hair  mer- 1 
chant         .'' 


of 


Lifetime 
covenantee 

"At  any  time." 
{IntiifficiejU 
consideration)    , 

While  in  plain- 
tiff's employ- 
ment, or  nine 
months  after   . 

Ten  years,  if  the 
lessor  should 
so  long  live     . 


Lifetime         of 
covenantor 


Lifetime  of  ven- 
dor 


I  At  or  within  100  milea  of 
I      York. 

Anywhere  except  in  Lon- 
don, or  within  aix  miles 
thereof. 


>  Unlimited. 


"  Sheffield  or  elsewhere." 

In  any  of  the  towns  or 
places  in  England  or 
Scotland,  in  which  the 
covenantees  might  have 
been  practising. 

(  Within  600  miles  from 
<  London  or  Wostmin- 
(     ster. 
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SPICKERNELL  v.  HOTHAM.  July  l4th. 


T 


HIS  was  a  suit  for  administration  of  the  estate  of  StaMeo/'jA' 

•  ,  mi        n         mikUiotu — 

George  V.  Drury,  the  testator  in  the  cause.     The  first  Achwwiedg' 
question  that  arose  was,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  following  ^dau^^'^wt^ 
documents  to  prevent  interest  upon  the  debt  being  barred  W^^^^^^^ 
by  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  *  -4,  gave  to  A  a 

promiBBoxynote, 

"  Kirhy  HaU,  1 0th  October,  1834.       mi.  ^"^^i 
"I  promise  to  pay  to  Miss  Meyer,  or  her  order,  on  de-  l^^^^J^^j^ 
mand,  the  sum  of  837i.  !«.  6d  December, 

"GeoeobV.Deitey."      iL'tS^ 

A.  then  pro- 

In  December,  1834,  Miss  Jfey^  required  payment  of  piiBedtopay 

interest,  and 

the  money  due  upon  this  note,  and  0.  V.  Drury,  being  un-  signed  an  nn- 

able  to  pay,  promised  to  pay  interest  at  4  per  cent,  from  randum,dsted*" 

December  2nd,   1834;  and  his  wife  wrote  the  following  ^J^^g^sf^^" 

letter  accompanying  a  memorandum  on  the  same  sheet,  follows:— 

1.1  •         1  1      1  •        I  1  **  I  promise  to 

which  was  signed  by  him,  but  was  not  stamped : —  pay  to  b.  837/., 

with  4^  per 

"  As  it  is  not  any  inconvenience  to  you  to  let  the  inter-  ^Ji^**^ 
est  run  on,  we  shall  thank  you  to  let  it  do  so.    Drury  will  Neither  princi- 

•^  *^  pal  nor  interest 

was  paid ;  but, 
in  January,  1848,  A.  wrote  to  B.  a  letter  referring  to  a  promissory  note  for  a  debt  which  he  ac- 
knowledged, and  promised  thereby  to  pay. 

Held,  that  the  memorandum  of  December,  1834,  and  a  letter  accompanying  it,  shewed  that  in- 
terest was  running;  and  that,  though  in  form  a  promissory  note,  and  unstamped,  it  could  be  looked 
at  to  see  to  what  debt  this  interest  was  to  be  referred;  and  that,  as  no  other  debt  was  proved  to 
exist,  the  837/.  there  mentioned  was  to  be  assumed  to  be  part  of  the  837/.  Is.  6d,  secured  by  the  for- 
mer promissory  note. 

Held,  also,  that,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  the  existence  of  any  other  promissory  note  to  which  it 
could  relate,  the  letter  of  1848  must  be  taken  to  refer  to  the  promissory  note  of  (jctober,  1834,  and 
thus  to  take  it  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

By  a  marriage  settlement,  dated  in  1828,  A.  covenanted  to  transfer  a  sum  of  stock  Momffing  to  him 
to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  himself  for  life,  and  then  upon  trusts  for  the  benefit 
of  the  intended  wife  and  the  issue  of  the  marriage.  The  stock  was  not  transferred :  —Hdd.  that  A . 
was  not  a  trustee  of  it  within  the  exception  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations;  but,  that  it  was  a  debt 
from  him,  and  that,  notwithstanding  his  life  interest,  time  began  to  run  against  this  debt  from  the 
execution  of  the  settlement. 

In  1 825,  A.  borrowed  from  the  executors  in  trust  of  a  will,  a  fund  which  was  thereby  bequeathed 
to  them  in  trust  for  himself  for  life  and  then  for  other  persons,  and  gave  to  them  a  promissory  note 
for  the  repayment  of  this  sum  to  them  as  **  executors  in  trust,**  with  lawfrd  interest: — Hdi.  that  J. 
borrowed  the  fund  and  promised  to  repay  it  as  trust  money,  and  therefore  that  lapse  of  time  was  no 
bar  to  the  claim  against  him  for  repajrment 
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write  here  the  memorandum,  and  then  you  can  tear  it  off. 

Spickbrnbll        <  I  promise  to  pay  to  Miss  Meyer  the  sum  of  S37L,  with 
HoTHAM.      4i.  per  cent,  interest  thereon. 

St^i^ii^  '  Oeorge  V.  Drury/ 

"Buxton,  2nd  December,  1834." 

Neither  principal  nor  interest  was  ever  paid. 

On  the  18th  of  January,  1848,  the  said  0.  V.  Drury 
wrote  to  the  said  Miss  Meyer  a  letter  in  the  following 
terms: — "  In  my  next  visit  to  you,  when  I  was  at  Kirby,  I 
purposed  noticing  the  pecuniary  obligation  my  dearest 
wife  and  myself  were  under  to  you,  when  my  sudden  un- 
happy departure  deprived  me  of  this  opportunity.  This 
money  will  be  forthcoming  whenever  you  will  require  it, 
and  indeed  would  have  been  liquidated  long  ago,  had  not 
all  my  available  funds  been  swallowed  up  (some  thousands 
left  by  my  predecessor,  add  to  which  the  loss  of  the  Crown 
grant  of  Mere  in  Wiltshire)  in  making  this  place  habitable, 
and  in  repairing  farm  houses,  and  numerous  other  ex- 
penses. I  am  therefore  only  just  beginning  to  feel  my 
way.  The  first  opportunity,  I  shall  make  it  a  point  to  re- 
pay you,  with  the  grateful  acknowledgments  due  to  you, 
and,  to  prevent  accidents  or  uncertainty,  I  have  long  pre- 
vious to  this  mentioned  the  amount  in  my  will,  to  be  paid 
to  you  or  your  agents  and  executors,  &c.  Mrs.  Drury  I 
am  not  aware  left  any  regular  memorandum  in  her  papers, 
nor  was  she  sensible  it  was  essentially  necessary,  as  she 
knew  I  had  given  you  a  note  of  hand  for  the  amount. 
Believe  me,  that,  with  my  best  acknowledgments,  I  own 
myself  answerable  for  this  debt;  and  if  it  will  suit  you  to 
grant  me  a  little  longer  credit,  I  will  most  cheerftilly  dis- 
charge the  amount  to  your  order." 

The  Master  found  that  the  principal  sum  secured  by  the 
promissory  note  of  the  10th  of  October,  1834,  was-  due, 
together  with  interest  thereon  from  the  18th  of  January, 
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1848.     To  this  report  an  exception  was  taken,  for  that  in- 
terest was  due  from  the  2nd  of  December,  1834. 


671 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  J,  H,  Humphrys  for  the  ex- 
ception.— The  promissory  note  was  payable  on  demand, 
and  interest  would  become  due  when  a  demand  was  made; 
and  the  memorandum  of  the  2nd  of  December,  1834, 
shews  that  interest  was  running  on  83 7t,  which  must 
mean  this  debt  Then  the  letter  of  the  18th  of  January, 
1848,  was  an  acknowledgment  which  prevented  the  oper- 
ation of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  In  Edmonds  v. 
Ooater(a),  a  debt  owing  on  a  promissory  note  to  W.  was 
held  to  be  sufficiently  acknowledged  by  a  letter  in  answer 
to  an  application  by  her  agent  for  payment,  containing  the 
following  words: — "  I  hope  to  be  at  H.  soon,  when  I  trust 
everything  will  be  arranged  with  W.  agreeable  to  her 
wishes." 


1854. 


Spickxbnsll 

V. 

HOTHAM. 


ArgumenU 


Mr.  Chandless,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  MessiteVy  contr^ — The  ac- 
knowledgment is  not  sufficient.  To  prevent  the  debt  from 
being  barred,  there  should  be  a  clear  acknowledgment  from 
which  a  Court  of  law  would  imply  a  fresh  promise  to  pay. 
Then  the  letter  may  refer  to  some  other  debt, — there  is 
nothing  to  connect  it  with  this  promissory  note.  [The 
Vice-Chancellor  referred  to  Shortreed  v.  Cheek  (b),  where 
a  debtor  wrote — "  I  will  pay  the  promissory  note;"  and  it 
was  held  that  the  onus  of  proving  the  existence  of  more 
than  one  promissory  note  to  which  the  letter  might  refer 
was  thrown  upon  the  person  disputing  the  debt.]  Here 
the  promissory  note  is  not  properly  stamped.  [Vice- 
Chancellor. — The  Master  has  found  that  the  principal 
sum  is  due,  and  that  is  not  excepted  to.]  The  second 
document  is  a  promissory  note,  and  is  also  not  properly 


(a)  15  Beav.  415. 


(6)  1  Ad.  &  E.  57. 
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stamped,  and  therefore  cannot  be  used  as  evidence  of  a 
promise  to  pay  interest  [Yioe-Chanobllor. — It  is  only 
used  to  shew  upon  what  sum  the  interest  just  before  men- 
tioned was  running.]  It  is  not  shewn  that  it  was  the  sujn 
secured  by  the  former  promissory  note. 


JtidgmenL 


ViCB-CnANCELLOR  SiB  W.  Paqe  Wood: — 

I  think  I  must  treat  the  debt  as  due;  but  there  still  re- 
mains the  question,  what  arrear  of  interest  can  be  reco- 
vered. The  promissory  note  is  payable  on  demand,  and 
would  bear  interest  from  the  time  when  a  demand  was 
mada  The  letter  of  the  2nd  of  December,  1834,  speaks 
of  interest  then  running,  and  the  promissory  note  on  the 
same  paper  shews  that  it  was  interest  on  837Z.  It  is  ar- 
gued, that,  this  being  a  promissory  note  and  not  properly 
stamped,  it  cannot  be  used  as  evidence  of  an  undertaking 
to  pay  interest;  but  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  used  is^ 
to  shew  to  what  debt  the  interest  which  was  running  is  to 
be  referred,  and  it  is  not  produced  as  containing  in  itself  a 
promise  to  pay  interest  Suppose  the  letter  had  been 
*'as  interest  is  running,  I  have  sent  you  a  bond  for  a 
security,''  and  the  bond  so  sent  was  unstamped,  I  might 
look  at  it  to  discover  on  what  debt  the  interest  was  run- 
ning, without  making  it  of  any  avail  as  a  bond.  In  the 
same  manner  I  look  at  this  memorandum,  and  find  that 
the  debt  was  837Z.  It  is  argued,  that  that  is  not  the  debt 
for  which  the  former  promissory  note  was  given;  but  in 
the  absence  of  proof  of  the  existence  of  any  other  debt,  I 
must  take  them  to  be  the  same :  and  therefore  it  is  proved 
that  interest  was  running  upon  this  promissory  note  on 
the  2nd  of  December,  1834. 

The  next  point  is  as  to  the  acknowledgment  contained 
in  the  letter  of  the  18th  of  January,  1848,  in  which  there 
is  a  distinct  promise  to  pay,  and  a  reference  to  a  promis- 
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sory  note.  Only  one  promissory  note  has  been  proved  to 
exist,  for  I  cannot  treat  the  memorandum  attached  to  the 
letter  of  the  2nd  of  December,  1834,  as  a  promissory  note 
itself  I  therefore  think  that  there  has  been  a  sufficient 
acknowledgment,  and  that  this  debt  will  be  payable  with 
interest  from  the  2nd  of  December,  1834. 
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The  next  question  arose  upon  the  following  claim; — 


Thomas  Price,  Harry  Stephen  Thompson,  James  Crofts 
and  Stephen  Croft,  as  trustees,  claimed  to  be  specialty 
creditors  of  the  testator  in  the  cause,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  an  indenture,  dated  the  26th  of  September,  1828,  and 
made  between  the  testator  of  the  first  part,  the  Rev. 
Thomas  Hatton  Croft  of  the  second  part,  Eliza  Thompson^ 
spinster,  of  the  third  part,  and  the  said  trustees  of  the 
fourth  part,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  a  marriage  was 
intended  between  the  said  Thomas  Hatton  Crofi  and 
Eliza  Thompson;  and  that  the  said  testator,  being  de- 
sirous of  making  some  provision,  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of  himself  and  Charlotte  his  wife,  for  the  said 
Eliza  Thompson  and  the  issue  of  the  said  marriage,  had 
agreed  to  transfer  962Z.  New  42.  per  cent  Annuities  be- 
longing to  him  unto  the  said  trustees,  upon  the  trusts  and 
for  the  purposes  thereinafter  expressed  or  referred  to,  the 
said  testator,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  covenanted  with  the  said  trustees,  that 
he  the  said  testator,  his  executors  or  administrators,  would, 
immediately  after  the  solemnisation  of  the  said  intended 
marriage,  transfer  into  their  names  in  the  books  of  the 
Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  the  said 
9621,  New  U,  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities ;  and  it  was  thereby 
declared,  that  the  said  trustees  should  permit  the  said  tes- 
tator to  receive  the  dividends  of  the  said  962/.  New  42.  per 
cent.  Annuities  for  his  own  use  during  his  life,  and  after 

VOL.  I.  AAA  E.  K.  W. 
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his  decease  should  permit  the  said  Charlotte  Drwry  his 
wife  to  receive  the  said  dividends  during  her  life,  and 
after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  should  hold  the 
said  9622.  New  4Z.  per  cent  Annuities,  and  the  dividends 
thereof,  upon  the  trusts  therein  declared  for  the  benefit 
of  the  said  Eliza  Thompson  and  the  issue  of  the  said 
then  intended  marriage. 


The  marriage  between  the  said  ThomoB  HaUon  Croft 
and  Eliza  Thompson  was  duly  solemnised;  but  the  said 
testator  did  not  during  his  lifetime  transfer  the  said  9622. 
New  42.  per  cent  Annuities  to  the  trustees,  pursuant  to  his 
said  covenant 


Argument  Mr.  J.  H.  Palm£r  for  the  trustees. — ^This  debt  is  a  spe- 
cialty  debt,  and  is  not  barred  by  the  statute,  because  time 
did  not  run  against  the  claim  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator  to  whom  the  interest  was  payable  for  life,  upon 
the  doctrine  laid  down  in  BwrrM  v.  The  Eari  of  Egre- 
mont(a\  where  it  was  held,  that,  if  the  owner  of  a  charge 
upon  an  estate  be  also  tenant  for  life  of  the  estate,  as  he 
is  bound  to  apply  the  rents  in  payment  of  the  interest  of 
the  charge,  he  will  be  assumed  to  have  done  so;  and 
thus  time  will  not  run  against  the  charge  during  his  life. 
And  it  was  decided  in  Meggineon  v.  Harper(b)  that  part 
payment  to  a  cestui  que  trust  would  prevent  the  operation 
of  the  statute.  But  further,  this  is  not  a  mere  debt,  but 
a  trust;  for  the  testator  covenanted  to  transfer  a  certain 
sum  of  stock  then  belonging  to  him;  and  therefore  he  was 
a  trustee  of  this  stock  until  he  should  transfer  it  accord- 
ing to  his  covenant 


(a)  7  Beav.  206. 


(6)  2  Cr.  &  M.  382. 
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Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: —  18M. 

This  is  like  many  other  cases  which  occur  upon  the  Spickkrnbll 
Statute  of  Limitations,  a  case  of  considerable  hardship;  hotham. 
but  the  legislature  having  enacted,  that  the  lapse  of  a 
certain  period  shall  bar  the  right  to  recover  a  debt,  I  can 
see  nothing  in  this  case  to  take  it  out  of  the  operation  of 
the  statute.  The  debt  in  question  is  a  legal  debt,  which 
accrued  in  1828  in  respect  of  a  breach  of  covenant  by  the 
omission  to  transfer  a  sum  of  stock  into  the  names  of 
trustees  which  ought  then  to  have  been  done. 

I  think  that  the  principle  of  BurreU  v.  ITie  Earl  of 
Egremont(a),  can  have  no  application  to  this  case.  It  was 
there  decided,  that,  when  there  is  a  charge  on  real  estate, 
and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  person  entitled  to  the  charge  to 
keep  down  the  interest,  it  is  assumed  that  he,  being  in  pos- 
session of  the  estate,  has  done  his  duty,  and  that  the  in- 
terest has  been  paid  to  himself  But  here  the  sum  of 
stock  which  ought  to  have  been  brought  into  existence  as 
a  trust  fund  never  had  any  such  existence,  and  I  cannot 
assume  that  a  person  has  been  paying  himself  the  interest 
of  a  non-existing  fund. 

The  cestuis  que  trust  could  not  get  at  the  fund  in  any 
other  way  than  by  an  action  to  be  brought  by  the  trus- 
tees ;  therefore,  it  is  not  in  any  sense  a  trust  on  the  part 
of  the  testator,  and  the  action  upon  the  covenant  is  now 
barred  by  the  statute. 


The  third  question  arose  thus: — The  executors  in  trust 
of  the  will  of  Henry  Thompson,  deceased,  having  certain 
trust  funds  bequeathed  to  them  in  trust  for  0.  V,  Drury 
and  Charlotte  his  wife,  for  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the  sur- 
vivor, and  after  the   decease  of  the  survivor  in  trust 

(a)  7  Beav.  206. 
A  A  A  2 


Statement. 
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for  their  children,  if  any,  and  in  default  of  issue  for 
other  purposes,  in  1825  lent  these  trust  moneys  to  O. 
V.  Drury  upon  a  request  in  writing  signed  by  him- 
self and  his  wife,  and  contained  in  a  memorandum  which 
recited  the  trust;  and  0.  V.  Drury  thereupon  gave  to  them 
a  promissory  note  for  the  moneys  so  lent,  with  lawful  in- 
terest for  the  same,  upon  demand,  the  note  being  in  form, 
"  I  promise  to  pay  Richard  John  Thompson^  Esq.,  and 
Henry  Thompson,  Esq.,  executors  in  trust  of  Henry 
Thompson,  Esq.,  deceased,  or  their  order,""  &a 


ArgumenL 


Mr.  J.  H  Palmer  contended,  that  Drury  took  these 
moneys  as  trust  moneys,  and  that  his  estate  was  answer- 
able for  them,  and  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  did 
not  apply;  or  if  not,  then,  by  the  conjoint  effect  otBwrrell 
V.  The  Earl  of  Egremont(a),  and  Megginson  v.  Harper (b), 
as  Drury  was  entitled  to  a  life  interest  in  these  funds 
by  the  will,  time  did  not  run  against  the  claim  during  his 
life. 

Mr.  Chandless,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Messiter  distinguished  the 
cases  referred  to,  and  argued  that  there  could  be  no  trusty 
for  it  was  not  shewn  that  there  was  any  power  to  lend  the 
fund  upon  personal  security.  [The  Viob-Chanckllob. — 
This  was  borrowed  as  trust  money,  and  was  to  be  repaid 
to  the  lenders  as  *' executors  in  trust'"  of  the  wilL] 


Judgment. 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

I  should  have  some  difSculty  in  allowing  thi^  claim,  up- 
on the  ground  of  the  testator  having  been  entitled  to  the 
interest  of  these  funds  during  his  life,  on  the  principle  of 
BurreU  v.  The  Earl  of  Egremont{a). 


(a)  7  Beav.  205. 


(b)  2  Cr.  &  M.  322. 
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Here,  no  act  has  been  done  by  the  tenant  for  life.  In 
that  case  he  had  receiyed  the  rents,  and  the  law  would 
presume  that  they  were  applied  inpayment  of  the  interest 
of  a  charge  upon  the  property.  The  difficulty  is  occa- 
sioned by  the  expression  in  the  statute  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14, 
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But  I  think  thatDrur^in  this  case  must  be  taken  to  have 
received  these  moneys  into  his  hands  as  trust  moneys.  It  is 
argued,  that  there  was  no  power  to  lend  the  trust  moneys 
in  such  a  manner;  but,  in  the  absence  of  evidence,  the  as- 
sumption is  the  other  way.  If  I  could  not  assume  that  there 
was  such  a  power,  I  should  be  obliged  to  hold,  that  Drury 
received  this  money  in  breach  of,  and  subject  to,  the  trust, 
and  then  the  circumstance  of  his  .being  tenant  for  life 
would  be  important  as  to  the  question  of  laches;  for  the 
fact  that  he  was  entitled  to  receive  all  the  income  dur- 
ing that  period  would  be  some  reason  for  not  applying  to 
him  for  payment  of  the  principal,  and,  therefore,  would 
be  a  ground  for  now  arguing  that  the  claim  was  not 
barred. 


I  therefore  think  that  the  money  so  borrowed  by  the 
testator  must  be  repaid  with  interest. 
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PRANCE  V.  SYMPSON. 

±N  August,  184;5,  the  Plaintiff,  being  a  solicitor  and  a 
registered  promoter  of  a  provisionally  registered  company 
called  The  Bridgewater  and  Minehead  Railway  Company, 
To  prevent  the  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  contained  in  certain  letters 
anacooantfrom  between  himself  and  the  Defendant,  appointed  the  firm  of 
^e°stiuIte^of*^  ^'^ecfett  <k  Sympson,  in  which  the  Defendant  was  apart- 
LimitatioM,  it    ncr,  jointly  with  himself,  solicitors  to  the  company,  upon 

if  not  necestary  ,  .    . 

to  have  an  ac-     the  terms,  that  in  all  matters  they  should  act  jointly,  and 

knowledgment 
that  a  debt  ia 
actually  due; 
bnt  it  ia  aoffi- 
cient  that  there 
ahould  be  an  ac- 
knowledgment 
that  the  account 
if  pending,  and 
a  promiae  to 
pay  the  bar 
huce,  if  it 
ahould  be  found 
to  be  against 
the  accounting 
party. 

A,  baring  a 
claim  for  an  ac- 
count against 
B.  and  C.  in 
respect  of  a 
fonner  partner- 
ship between 
them,  wrote  to 
A— '*C.,  before 
he  goes,  ought 
to  settle  the 
Bridgewater 
and  Minehead 
account;  be- 
cause, if  he  is 
under  any  idea 
that  there  is  a 
balance  due  to 

him,  he  is  grossly  mistaken,  as  such  balance  is  due  to  yours  ever,  A.^  B.  answered, — **  My  dear 
A. — Bridgetoater  and  Minehead:  I  have  had  a  long  talk  with  my  partner  about  this  matter;  he  aaya 
and  insists,  that  there  is  a  large  balance  coming  to  him,  but  I  have  put  the  matter  right  with  him,  and 
you  and  I  must  go  into  it  and  settle  the  account  It  is  necessary  that  we  should  sit  down  to  this 
matter,  and  put  it  on  the  square:'* — //eW,  that  this  was  a  sufficient  acknowledgment  of  the  right  to 
an  account,  and  promise  to  pay  anything  that  might  be  due,  to  save  the  right  to  sue  for  an  account 
in  equity  from  being  barred  by  the  statute. 


divide  all  profits  equally;  and  that  in  arriving  at  such  di- 
vision each  party  should  allow  to  the  other  102.  per  cent, 
on  his  and  their  outlay. 

This  appointment  was  confirmed  by  the  directors,  and 
registered  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  for  the 
Registration  of  Joint  Stock  Companies,  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  1 10. 

The  bill  for  incorporating  the  company  was  afterwards 
opposed  before  the  Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons, 
and,  aft^r  a  contest  of  eighteen  days,  was  lost ;  and  there- 
upon the  attempted  formation  of  the  company  was  aban- 
doned, and  the  directors  proceeded  to  ascertain  the  amount 
of  their  liabilities,  and,  amongst  others,  the  costs  due  to 
the  solicitors  of  the  company;  which  liabilities  were  dis- 
charged by  the  directors  in  the  year  1846,  when  the  soli- 
citors' costs,  amounting  to  about  12,000t,  were  paid  to  the 
Defendant's  firm. 

On  the  13th  of  September,  1848,  the  PlaintifiT  having 
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previously  sent  to  the  Defendant  a  statement  of  his  own 
account,  wrote  to  him: — 

"  Dear  Si/nipsan, — ^Do  oblige  me  by  having  the  Bridge- 
water  and  Minehead  accounts  made  out  up  to  the  time  of     Statement. 
mine  as  delivered  to  you.    I  want  it  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose which  presses  exceedingly.     "  Yours  ever, 

"Vauohan  Pbancb.'' 


In  reply  the  Defendant  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  the  fol- 
lowing letter: — 

"  I5th  September,  1848. 
"  My  dear  Prance, — ^As  regards  the  Bridgewater  and 
Minehead  expenditure,  I  will  sit  down  to  it  the  very  first 
hour  I  can  devote,  which  I  have  long  wished  to  do. 
"  In  great  haste,  believe  me,  &a 

"J.  D.Sympson." 

No  account  was  rendered ;  and  in  August,  1850,  the 
Plaintiff  understanding  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
A'Beckett  to  leave  this  country  for  AvMraliay  wrote  again 
to  the  Defendant 

"A'Beckett  before  he  goes  ought  to  settle  the  Bridgewater 
and  Minehead  account,  because,  if  he  is  under  any  idea 
that  there  is  a  balance  due  to  him,  he  is  grossly  mistaken, 
as  such  balance  is  due  to  ''Yours  ever, 

"V.  Pbancb." 

In  reply  the  Defendant  wrote, 

"27th  August,  1860. 

"  My  dear  Prcmce. — Bridgewater  and  Minehead :  I  have 
had  a  long  talk  with  my  partner  about  this  matter;  he 
says,  and  insists,  that  there  is  a  large  balance  coming  to 
him ;  but  I  have  put  the  matter  right  with  him,  and  you 
and  I  must  go  into  it  and  settle  the  account.  I  have  al- 
lowed him  a  sum  to  satisfy  him,  as,  if  you  remember,  there 
was  10002.  paid  to  you  for  your  preliminary  expenses,  to 
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1854.        l>e  accounted  for.     It  is  necessary  we  should  sit  down  to 
this  matter  and  put  it  on  the  square. 

"  Believe  me,  yours  most  faithfully, 

"J.  Dtkb  Sympsoh/' 

A'BeckeU  quitted  Efkgland  for  Australia  in  the  latter 
end  of  the  year  1850,  having  assigned  to  the  Defendant 
all  his  interest  in  the  business. 

On  the  21st  of  December,  1853,  the  Plaintiff  filed  the 
bill  in  this  suit  for  an  account  The  Defendant  demurred 
for  want  of  equity.         

Af^umenL  Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  T.  E.  Terrell,  for  the  de- 
murrer. — The  remedy  is  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tiona  The  objection  may  be  raised  by  demurrer:  Foster 
V.  Hodgson  (a),  Hoare  v.  PeckQ>).  [Vice-Chancbllob: — 
I  think  that  is  settled,  at  least  so  that  I  cannot  alter  the 
practice.]  There  is  no  sufficient  acknowledgment  in  this 
case  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  statute.  The  acknowledg- 
ment necessary  for  this  purpose  is  such  as  would  support 
an  action  of  assumpsit:  MorreU  v.  Frith(c).  "The  ac- 
knowledgment must  be  one  whereby  the  party  charges 
himself:''  Courtenayy,  WiUiams{d),  [Vicb-Chancelloe: — 
Where  the  contract  results  in  an  account,  and  the  balance 
of  such  account  is  not  ascertained,  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  an  account  is  acknow- 
ledged.] There  must  be,  further,  a  promise  to  pay  what 
may  be  found  due  upon  such  an  account.  [Vice-Chan- 
cellor: — Here  the  Defendant  has  written — "You  and  I 
must  go  into  it,  and  settle  the  account"]  That  letter  does 
not  shew  what  account  is  referred  to:  Holland  v.  Clark (e). 
The  statute  is  even  a  bar  to  merchant's  accounts,  notwith- 
standing the  exception  (/),  where  all  accounts  have  ceased 
for  six  years  (^). 

(a)  19  Ves.  180.  (/)  21  Jac.  1,  a  16,  s.  a 

(6)  6  Sim.  51.  (g)  Barber  v.  Barber,  18  Ves. 

(c)  3  M.  &  W.  402.  285 :  but  see  Robinson  v.  Alex- 

(d)  3  Hare,  650.  ander,  8  Bl.  N.  S.  352,  2  d  & 
(e)l  Y.&C.C.  C.151.  Fin.  717. 
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Mr.  RoU,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Roaimrgh,  contrk,  were  not 
heard. 
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Vioe-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

I  think  that  there  has  been  a  sufScient  acknowledg- 
ment in  writing  to  take  this  case  out  of  the  statute. 

[His  Honour  stated  the  facts  of  the  case  shortly,  and 
read  the  letter  of  the  13th  of  September,  184;8,  and  the 
reply  of  the  15th  of  the  same  month,  and  also  the  letters 
of  the  26th  of  August,  1850,  and  the  27th  of  the  same 
month,  and  continued — ] 

I  must  consider  whether  there  is  in  these  letters  a  suffi- 
cient acknowledgment  of  the  Defendant's  liability  to  ac- 
count, and  to  pay  the  balance  if  it  should  be  found  to 
be  against  him.  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  a 
suit  for  an  account  to  have  an  acknowledgment  that  a 
debt  is  actually  due;  but  it  is  enough  that  there  is  an 
acknowledgment  that  an  account  is  pending,  and  that 
the  Defendant  promises  to  pay  the  balance,  if  any,  due 
from  him  upon  such  account;  because  it  may  be,  that 
the  precise  result  of  the  account,  and  on  which  side  the 
balance  will  be,  cannot  be  known  before-hand.  The 
Plaintiff's  letter  is  ^' A' Beckett  before  he  goes  ought  to 
settle  the  Bridgewater  and  Minehead  account;"  and  that 
expression  alone  seems  to  bear  strongly  the  meaning  that 
there  was  a  balance  which  ought  to  be  paid  to  the  Plain- 
tiff. The  letter  continues,  "  because,  if  he  is  under  any 
idea  that  there  is  a  balance  due  to  him,  he  is  grossly  mis- 
taken, as  such  balance  is  due  to  yours  ever,  V.  Prance." 
The  answer  to  that  letter  is,  "  My  dear  Prance — Bridge- 
water  and  Minehead — I  have  had  a  long  talk  with  my 
partner  about  this  matter,  he  says  and  insists  that  there 
is  a  large  balance  coming  to  him,  but  I  have  put  the 
matter  right  with  him,  and  you  and  I  must  go  into  it  and 
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Judgment 


settle  the  account."  It  may  be  said,  that  there  is  some 
ambiguity  in  this,  but  the  following  words  entirely  remove 
it;  and  I  should  have  thought,  even  without  them,  that 
settling  the  account  meant  by  paying  any  balance  that 
might  be  due;  the  letter,  however,  continues,  ^^I  have 
allowed  him  a  sum  to  satisfy  him,  as,  if  you  remember, 
there  was  lOOOJ.  paid  to  you  for  your  preliminary  ex- 
penses, to  be  accounted  for.  It  is  necessary  that  we 
should  sit  down  to  this  matter  and  put  it  on  the  square.'' 
What  can  that  mean  but  an  engagement  that  any  balance 
that  might  be  due  should  be  paid?  It  is  argued,  that  the 
claim  referred  to  in  thb  letter  is  of  money  due  from  or  to 
A' Beckett;  but  the  Plaintiff  could  not  at  that  time  have 
such  an  account  with  him  alone,  for  he  was  one  of  the 
partners  in  the  firm  of  A'Beckett  Jk  Sympaon,  and  no  ac- 
count is  stated  in  the  bill,  nor  did  any  account  apparently 
exist  between  him  and  the  Plaintiff  simply.  The  Plaintiff 
says  to  Sympsanf  your  partner  is  going  abroad,  and  ought 
to  settle  this  account  before  he  goes;  the  answer  is,  I 
have  put  it  right  with  my  partner,  and  you  and  I  must 
go  into  it  and  settle  the  account,  and  we  must  put  this 
matter  on  the  square.  I  am  of  opinion  that,  these  letters 
contain  a  sufScient  acknowledgment  of  the  existence  of 
an  unsettled  account,  and  a  sufficient  promise  to  settle 
it,  in  the  sense  of  payment,  to  take  this  case  out  of  the 
statute.    The  demurrer  must  be  overruled,  with  costs. 
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GOOLD  V.  WHITE. 


JufylStkA- 
I4ik 


X  HIS  was  a  claim  by  the  vendors  for  specific  perform-  CopyioUt 

ance  of  an  agreement  by  the  Defendant  to  purchase  cer-  ^^^ 

tain  copyhold  property  holden  of  the  manor  of  Awre  and  ^— A»mB». 

Etloe,  in  Ohvjcestershire,  

The  preflomp- 

The  property  had  been  sold  subject  to  certain  condi^  wmenderwiu 
tions  of  sale,   which  provided  "6.  That  the  title  shall  JSi^^^*!' 
commence  with  a  certain  copy  of  court  roll,  dated  the  ^®*^"»  ^^  * 

y      g»  contrary  custom 

20th  of  May,  1801,  and  no  earlier  title  shall  be  required  is  shewn. 

to  be   shewn,  nor  shall  any  evidence  whatsoever  of  or  having^nsoid 

relating  to  the  earlier   title  be  required  or  given,  nor  J^Sm^Sa  ^ST 

shall  any  objection   on  account  of  any  earlier  title  be  statemenuand 

mada"     "7.  All  statements  and  recitals  in  any  of  the  of  the  title 

title  deeds  or  muniments  of  title  shall  be  considered  as  me^^  o'f  titte" 

satisfactory  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  or  recited:  and  in  •|»ouWbecon- 

,      .  sidered  as  satis- 

case  any  purchaser  shall  not,  within  fourteen  days  from  fectory  eW- 

the  delivery  of  the  said  abstract,  declare  his  dissatisfaction  ^cts  stated^or 

with  the  title,  and  point  out  some  valid  objection  thereto,  ^^1-*°^.*" 

the  same  shall  be  considered  as  accepted,  and  the  pur-  chaser  should 

,  ,     -,  _  -    ,  ,.,  ,  .  t  not,within  fonr- 

chaser  shall  not  afterwards  be  at  liberty  to  object  thereto ;  teen  days  from 
and  in  case  a  valid  objection  shall  be  made,  the  vendors  the abstnw^  de- 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  rescind  the  contract  as  to  such  lot  on 


returning  to  the  purchaser  his  deposit  without  interest" 


de- 
clare hisdissa- 
tisfiu;tion  with 
the  title,  and 
point  out  some 
valid  objection 
thereto,  the 
same  should  be  cotisidered  as  accepted ;  the  purcbaier  objeeted,  that  the  first  sorrender  on  the  abstract 
was  by  J.,  and  J,  his  wife,  which  said  «/.,  it  was  therein  stated,  **  had  then  lately  been  admitted 
there  tenant  in  tail  according  to  the  custom  of  that  manor;*  and  that  there  was  nothing  to  shew  how 
the  estate  tail  had  been  barred.     Afterwards,  the  purchaser  required  evidence  that  the  custom  of 
of  the  manor  warranted  estates  tail.     The  first  surrender  was  dated  in  1801,  and  was  condition- 
al only.     In  1815,  the  same  parties  made  an  absolute  surrender  in  fee,  under  which  the  possession 
had  been  enjoyed  ever  since : — H§U^  that  the  recital  was  conclusive  evidence,  under  the  conditions 
of  sale,  of  the  &ct  that  J.  had  been  admitted  tenant  in  tail,  but  not  that  this  was  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  manor,  for  this  was  not  a  single  fiu:t,  but  a  deduction  from  a  series  of  luts;  but  hdd^  that 
this  recital,  coupled  with  the  conditional  surrender  of  1801,  the  absolute  surrender  of  1815,  and  the 
subsequent  possession  consistently  with  that  title,  was  sufficient  evidence  that  the  custom  of  the 
manor  did  warrant  estates  tail 
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SiaiemaU, 


The  copy  of  court  roll,  dated  the  20th  of  May,  1801, 
was  an  entry  of  the  admission  of  William  Jennings,  pur- 
suant to  a  conditional  surrender,  to  the  use  of  him,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  which  was  in  such  copy  of 
court  roll  stated  to  have  been  made  by  WiUiam  Powdl 
and  Jane  his  wife,  **  which  said  Jane  had  then  lately  been 
admitted  there  tenoflfd  in  tail  according  to  the  custom  of 
that  manor"  The  abstract  shewed  an  absolute  surrender 
by  these  parties  in  1815,  under  which  the  possession  ap- 
peared to  have  been  since  held.  By  a  letter,  dated  Septem- 
ber 14th,  1862,  the  purchaser's  solicitors  objected:  "We 
observe  that  in  the  copy  of  court  roll  of  the  20th  of  May, 
1801,  Jane  Powdl  is  described  as  the  tenant  in  tail  of  the 
property  purchased  by  our  client  Throughout  the  ab- 
stract we  find  nothing  to  shew  how  the  estate  tail  has 
ever  been  barred,  and  we  therefore  submit  that  your 
clients'  title  is  defective." 

By  another  letter,  dated  the  8th  of  February,  1853,  the 
purchaser's  solicitors  wrote,  that  they  had  received  coun- 
sel's opinion  upon  the  title,  "  and  he  advises  us  that  the 
objection  raised  in  our  letter  of  the  14th  of  September 
last  is  a  good  objection;  and  that  it  is  incumbent  on  your 
clients,  before  they  require  our  client  to  complete  this  pur- 
chase, to  shew  by  legal  evidence  that  the  customs  ofAture 
Manor  warrant  estates  tail,  and,  if  such  customs  do  exist, 
to  shew  the  customs  by  which  entails  in  the  said  manor 
can  be  barred." 

At  the  hearing  an  inquiry  as  to  the  title  was  directed. 


Argumetu.  Mr.  Chaudless  and  Mr.  Faber  for  the  Plaintiff. — A  good 
title  was  shewn  at  the  first  hearing  according  to  these 
conditions  of  sale ;  for  the  only  objection  then  properly 
raised  was,  that  it  was  not  shewn  that  the  estate  tail  was 
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barred.  But  a  surrender  is  assumed  to  bar  an  estate  tail 
in  copyholds,  unless  the  contrary  is  shewn;  and  a  single 
entry  on  the  court  rolls  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  cus- 
tom of  the  manor:  Radford  v.  Wilson {ci),  [The  Vicb- 
Chanckllor  referred  to  Roe  v.  Jeffrey  (6),  where  the  court 
rolls  shewed,  that  on  one  occasion  an  entail  was  barred 
by  surrender,  and  on  another  by  a  recovery.]  Doe  v. 
Mason  (c).  Doe  v.  Dauncey  (d).  The  purchaser,  having 
raised  an  invalid  objection,  ought  not  to  have  costs. 

Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Giffard  for  the  Defendant— It 
was  necessary  to  furnish  evidence  of  the  custom  to  create 
estates  in  tail;  for,  as  it  is  laid  down  in  Co.  Litt  60.  b., 
"  It  must  be  proved  that  the  estate  has  been  limited,  with 
remainders  over;''  and  the  reason  is,  that  the  custom  may 
otherwise  be,  to  create  a  conditional  fee  only,  by  words 
that  would  limit  an  estate  tail  in  freeholds;  and  then  it 
would  be  necessary  to  shew  that  the  person  admitted  for 
such  an  estate  had  issue  bom  alive,  otherwise  a  surrender 
by  him  would  have  no  effect. 

Mr.  Chandless  in  reply. 


1854. 


Argument 


Vice-Chancbllor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

In  this  case,  the  course  which  has  been  pursued  is  rather 
unfortunate.  Either  party  might  in  truth,  with  very  lit- 
tle expense,  have  satisfied  himself  of  the  real  state  of  the 
question ;  however,  I  must  try  it  now  upon  the  strict  right. 
One  of  the  parties  has  chosen  to  insist,  that  he  was  entitled 
to  certain  evidence;  the  other,  that  it  ought  not  to  have 
been  required.  If  the  matter  had  been  decided  at  the 
first  hearing,  I  should  have  been  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff's 
view ;  for,  the  original  objection  in  the  letter  of  the  14th 


July  lith. 
Judgment 


(a)  3  Atk.  815. 

(ft)  2  M.  &  Selw.  9SL 


(c)  3Wil8.63. 

(d)  7  Taunt  674. 
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of  September,  1852,  was,  that  Jon^  PoweU  was  described 
as  tenant  in  tail,  and  that  there  was  nothing  to  shew  how 
the  estate  tail  had  ever  been  barred,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  title  was  defective.  Now,  not  only  in  the  case  of 
Radford  v.  Wilson  (a),  but  in  Moore  v.  Moore  (6),  Lord 
Hardwicke  expressed  an  opinion  that  it  is  to  be  assumed 
that  copyholds  are  barred  by  surrender  until  the  contrary 
is  shewn,  and,  therefore,  this  was  in  truth  no  objection  at 
all;  and  then,  according  to  the  7th  condition  of  sale,  which 
stipulates  that  unless  some  valid  objection  to  the  title 
should  be  pointed  out  within  fourteen  days  after  the  de- 
livery of  the  abstract,  the  title  should  be  considered  as 
accepted,  no  further  objection  could  be  raised.  However, 
this  question  was  not  argued  at  the  hearing,  but  a  refer- 
ence as  to  title  was  directed;  and  if  the  title  might  then 
have  been  considered  to  have  been  accepted,  that  has  now 
been  waived;  and  I  am  obliged  to  consider  the  other  ob- 
jection that  has  been  raised,  namely,  that  it  had  not  been 
proved  that  it  was  according  to  the  custom  of  this  manor 
to  create  estates  tail  The  rule  is  laid  down  in  Moore  v. 
Moore  (6),  where  the  limitation  was  to  a  man  and  the 
heirs  of  his  body,  and  a  claim  to  the  property  was  set  up 
by  a  person  who  assumed  to  be  the  heir  in  tail,  and  de- 
clared that  the  estate  tail  had  never  been  barred,  because 
it  had  only  been  dealt  with  by  surrenders.  Lord  Hard- 
wicke said,  that  he  was  not  satisfied  that  there  was  any 
estate  tail  created,  for  it  must  be  proved  that  a  limitation 
of  that  kind  was  by  the  custom  an  estate  tail,  otherwise 
such  words  only  create  a  conditional  fee,  and  there  might 
be  a  question  whether  such  an  interest  was  barred  by  a 
surrender.  And  then  he  speaks  of  other  cases,  and  says, 
"  This  came  in  question  in  C.  B.,  Pas.  1 750,  in  Carr  v. 
Singer  (c),  where  three  Judges,  against  fVUles,  C.  J.,  held 
that  a  surrender  to  the  use  of  a  will  was  sufScient  to  bar 


(a)  3  Atk.  815.         (6)  2  Ves.  sen.  596.         (c)  2  Ves.  sen.  603. 
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the  estate  tail.  They  first  held^  that  a  common  surrender 
would  bar  the  entail  of  copyhold,  for  there  was  no  cus* 
torn  of  barring  by  recovery;  and  next,  that  a  surrender  to 
use  of  a  will  would.  There  Isaac  Singer  died  in  1746, 
without  issue,  seised  of  the  copyhold  premises  as  tenant 
in  tail  general,  by  virtue  of  an  entail  created  by  his  father 
to  himself  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  upon  his  wife.  The 
son  had  six  sisters,  one  of  which  was  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff. 
There  was  a  custom  admitted  for  entailing  lands.  In  1746 
the  son  was  admitted  to  hold  to  him  and  his  heirs  in  tail, 
so  that  he  was  admitted  in  tail  secundum  formam  doni." 
He  seems,  therefore,  to  say  that  the  very  admittance  in 
tail  shews  that  it  was  secundum  formam  doni,  as  distin- 
guished from  a  conditional  fee. 


1854. 


JudgmaU, 


Here  it  is  stated,  in  the  admittance  of  1801,  that  Jane 
the  wife  of  William  Powell  "  had  then  lately  been  ad- 
mitted there  tenant  in  tail  according  to  the  custom  of 
that  manor.''  In  the  7th  condition  of  sale  there  is  a  pro- 
viso, that  "  all  statements  and  recitals  in  any  of  the  title 
deeds  or  muniments  of  title  shall  be  considered  satisfac- 
tory evidence  of  the  facts  stated  or  recited."  Therefore, 
the  parties  were  bound  by  this  statement  that  Jane 
Powell  was  admitted  tenant  in  tail  There  may  be  some 
doubt,  whether  they  were  bound  by  the  statement  that 
such  admission  was  according  to  the  custom,  because  that 
is  not  a  single  fact,  but  rather  a  deduction  from  a  series 
of  facts;  but  it  must  be  taken  to  be  proved,  that  this  was 
an  admission  as  tenant  in  tail,  and  not  to  a  conditional 
fee.  Then  the  question  is,  whether  this  single  admission, 
recited  in  a  deed  fifty-three  years  ago,  and  since  acted 
upon,  not  only  by  the  surrender  of  1801,  which,  being  con- 
ditional, might  not  raise  the  question  completely,  but  by 
another  surrender  in  1815,  thirty-five  years  before  the  pre- 
sent sale,  is  sufScient  evidence  of  the  custom  to  create 
estates  tail     Here  there  was  a  person  admitted  as  tenant 
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in  tail,  who  afterwards  surrendered,  and  the  possession  has 
been  apparently  without  dispute  for  thirty-five  years  con- 
sistent with  that  title;  and  those  two  things  are,  I  think, 
sufScient  evidence  of  the  custom,  especially  as  in  the  case 
of  Roe  V.  Jefferyia)  one  act  was  held  sufficient  to  establish 
a  custom;  and  therefore  it  appears  to  me  that  a  good  title 
has  been  made  under  these  conditions  of  sale. 


Decree  specific  performance,  with  costs  up  to  the  hearing 
only,  since  the  Plaintifi^  insisted  on  the  reference  as  to 
title. 

(a)  2  M.  &  Selw.  92. 


Jfdy  2Aih,  JENKINSON  V.  HARCOURT. 

26(A,c£;26^.    _. 

Voluntary  Set'  ^^  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date  respec- 

Uemeni^-Mori-  tivcly  the  30th  and  31st  days  of  May,  1809,  the  second 

atum.  £arl  of  Liverpool  settled  and  assured  certain  manors  and 

The  owner  in  hereditaments  to  such  uses,  upon  and  for  such  trusts,  in- 

^CTtain^hcredi.  *®^*s>  ^^^  purposcs,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  such 

tamentB  setded  powers  or  provisoes,  agreements,  and  declarations,  as  he 

them  by  a  ▼<)-__,_  ,_  "■,.. 

luntarydeed  to  should,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  instrument  or  instruments 
■houid^i^K  ^^  ^J^ting,  with  or  without  power  of  revocation  and  new 
uDd,  subject  appointment,  to  be  by  him  sealed  and  delivered  in  the 
0elffoHife,with  presence  of  and  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  wit- 
SuUequCTtiyr  ncsscs,  or  by  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  or  any 
^*wcr^fT^  ^  codicil  or  codicils  thereto,  to  be  by  him  signed  and  pub- 
pointment  by  a  Ushed  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  three  or  more 
iDg  the  estate     credible  witnesses,  direct,  limit,  or  appoint;  and  in  default 

for  15,000/., 
and  he  core- 

nanted  in  that  deed  for  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt  and  interest.  He  then  died,  haying  made 
his  will,  reciting  the  setdement  so  as  to  shew  the  power  of  appointment,  and  exercising  it  by  "*«v-it» 
some  further  charges  upon  the  estate;  and  subject  thereto,  expressly  confirming  the  settlement,  imd 
subjecting  his  residuary  personal  estate  to  the  payment  of  his  debts : — ffetd,  tibat  the  settled  estate 
as  between  the  persons  entitled  thereto,  and  the  personal  repreeentatires  of  the  settlor,  was  tlie  pri- 
mary fond  for  payment  of  the  mortgage. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


689 


of  and  until  such  direction^  limitation,  or  appointment, 
and  so  far  as  no  such  direction,  limitation,  or  appointment 
should  extend,  to  the  use  of  himself  the  said  second  Earl 
of  Liverpool  and  his  assigns  during  his  life,  without  im- 
peachment of  waste;  with  remainder  to  trustees,  upon 
trust  to  preserve  contingent  remainders;  with  remainder 
to  the  use,  intent,  and  purpose,  that  the  Right  Hon.  Louisa 
Theodosia  Countess  of  Liverpool,  the  wife  of  the  said 
Robert  Bankea,  second  Earl  of  Liveiyool,  (since  deceased), 
and  her  assigns,  in  case  she  should  survive  him,  (which 
event  did  not  happen),  should,  from  and  out  of  the  said 
hereditaments,  have,  receive,  and  take  for  her  life  an  an- 
nual sum  or  yearly  rent  charge  of  17002.,  with  the  usual 
powers  of  distress  and  entry  for  recovering  payment  of 
the  said  annual  sum  of  1700^  when  in  arrear;  and  subject 
thereto,  to  the  use  of  FoUiott  Herbert  Walker,  Cornwall  Lord 
Bishop  of  Worcester,  and  Oeorge  Peter  Holford,  their  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  term  of  100 
years,  to  be  computed  from  the  date  of  the  indenture  of 
release  now  being  stated,  without  impeachment  of  waste, 
upon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned,  for  further  securing 
the  payment  of  the  said  annual  sum  or  yearly  rent  charge 
of  1700Z.;  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other 
sons  of  the  said  Robert  Bankes,  second  Earl  of  Liverpool, 
successively,  according  to  seniority,  in  tail  male,  with  divers 
remainders  over. 


1854. 


Statement, 


This  settlement  was  voluntary  and  not  made  for  any 
valuable  consideration. 


By  an  indenture  bearing  date  the  26th  of  July,  J  809, 
and  made  between  the  said  Robert  Bankes,  second  Earl  of 
Liverpool,  of  the  first  part;  the  said  FoUiott  Herbert  Walker 
Cornwall,  Lord  Bishop  of  Worcester,  and  Thomas  Leake,  of 
the  second  part;  and  Charles  Arnold,  Esq.,  of  the  third 
part:  After  reciting  the  said  indenture  of  release  of  the 

VOL.  I.  B  B  B  B.  K.  W. 
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31st  of  May,  1809,  so  far  as  to  shew  the-power  of  appoint- 
ment thereby  limited  to  the  said  Robert  Bankes,  second 
Earl  of  Liverpool,  and  the  limitation  to  him  for  life,  with 
remainders  over;  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  15,0002. 
by  the  said  FoUioU  Herbert  WaJker  Cornwall,  Lord  Bishop 
of  Worcester,  and  Thonuis  Leake,  paid  to  the  said  Robert 
Bankes,  second  Earl  of  Liverpool,  the  said  Robert  Bankes, 
second  Earl  of  Liverpool,  in  exercise  and  execution  of  the 
said  power  or  authority  to  him  given  or  limited  by  the 
said  indenture  of  release,  appointed  and  dembed  the  said 
manors  and  hereditaments  unto  the  said  Charles  Arnold, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  term  of 
1000  years,  in  trust  for  the  said  FoUiott  Herbert  Walker 
Cornwall,  Lord  Bishop  of  Worcester,  and  Thomas  LeakSy 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  subject  to  a 
proviso  or  condition,  covenant,  and  agreement  therein  con- 
tained for  cesser  of  the  said  term,  if  the  said  Robert  Bankes, 
second  Earl  of  Liverpool,  his  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  assigns,  or  the  person  or  persons  who,  for  the 
time  being,  should  be  seised  of  or  entitled  to  the  said 
manors  or  lordships  and  other  hereditaments  therein- 
before appointed  and  demised,  in  remainder  or  reversion 
expectant  on  the  said  term  of  1000  years,  should  pay  or 
cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  FoUiott  Herbert  Walker  Corn- 
wall,  Lord  Bishop  of  Worcester,  and  Thomas  Leake,  their 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  sum  of  15,0002., 
and  interest  for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  51  per  cent.,  at 
the  times  therein  specified.  And  the  said  Robert  Bankes 
Earl  of  Liverpool  thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors, and  administrators,  covenanted  with  the  said  FoUiott 
Herbert  Walker  Cornwall,  Lord  Bishop  of  Worcester,  and 
Thomas  Leake,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, that  he  the  said  Robert  Bankes,  Earl  of  Liverpool^ 
his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  should  and  would 
well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  Fol- 
liott  Herbert  Walker  Cornwall,  Lord  Bishop  of  Worcester, 
and  ThomoLS  Leake,  their  executors,  administrators,  or  as- 
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signs,  the  therein  aforesaid  sum  of  15,750Z.  in  the  parts, 
shares,  or  proportions,  and  on  or  at  the  days  and  times  in 
the  aforesaid  proviso  or  agreement  mentioned  for  payment 
thereof. 

The  said  Robert  Bankes,  second  Earl  oi  Liverpool,  made 
his  will,  dated  the  2l6t  of  September,  1821,  and  thereby, 
after  reciting,  that,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,   . 
bearing  date  the  30th  and  31st  days  of  May,  1809,  he 
had  conveyed  all  his  manors,  lands,  and  hereditaments 
in  the  county  of  Oloucester^  with  their  appurtenances,  to 
such  uses,  upon  and  for  such  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes, 
and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  such  powers,  provisoes, 
agreements,  and  declarations  as  he  should  by  any  deed  or 
deeds,  instrument  or  instruments  in  writing,  to  be  execut- 
ed and  attested  as  therein  mentioned,  or  by  his  last  will 
and  testament,  or  any  codicil  or  codicils  thereto,  to  be  by 
him  signed  and  published  in  the  presence  of  and  attested 
by  three  or  more  credible  witnesses,  appoint;  and  in  de- 
fault of  and  until  such  appointment,  to  the  uses  and  upon 
the  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes  in  and  by  the  said  inden- 
ture of  release  and  settlement  declared  of  and  concerning 
the  same,  the  said  testator  by  his  will  gave  certain  annui- 
ties to  several  persons  therein  named,  and,  in  exercise  of 
the  said  power  contained  in  the  said  indenture  of  release 
and  settlement,  appointed  that  all  his  said  manors,  lands, 
and  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  said  indentures  of 
lease,  release,  and  settlement,  should,  from  and  immedi- 
ately after  his  decease,  be  charged  and  chargeable  with  the 
payment  of  the  said  annuities;  and  that  the  annuitants 
should  have  the  same  powers  and  remedies  for  recovering 
and  enforcing  payment  of  their  said  respective  annuities 
whed  in  arrear,  as  by  the  said  indenture  of  release  and  set- 
tlement were  given  for  recovering  and  enforcing  payment 
of  the  annual  sum  or  yearly  rent-charge  of  1700Z.,  thereby 
in  a  certain  event  (which  had  failed)  made  payable  out  of 
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Staiemeni. 


the  said  manors  and  hereditaments ;  and  subject  as  afore- 
said, the  testator  ratified  and  confirmed  the  said  indenture 
of  release  and  settlement^  and  every  clause^  mattery  and 
tiling  therein  contained;  and  after  making  divers  specific 
and  pecuniary  bequests,  and  bequeathing  several  other 
annuities,  to  provide  for  which  annuities  the  said  t^tator 
directed  his  executors  to  appropriate  a  sufficient  portion 
of  his  residuary  personal  estate,  and  devising  certain  es- 
tates in  the  county  of  Salop  to  his  brother,  Charles  CecU 
Cope  Jenkinson,  now  third  Earl  of  Liverpool,  the  said  tes- 
tator gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  all  the  rest,  residue, 
and  remainder  of  his  real  estate,  whatsoever  and  whereso- 
ever, not  comprised  in  the  thereinbefore  recited  inden- 
tures of  lease,  release,  and  settlement,  of  the  30th  and  31st 
days  of  May,  1809,  and  which  he  should  not  otherwise 
give,  devise,  or  dispose  of  by  any  codicil  or  codicils  to  that 
his  will;  and  also  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of 
his  personal  estate  and  effects,  whatsoever  and  whereso- 
ever, which  should  remain  after  payment  of  his  just  debts 
and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the  legacies 
therein  by  him  given,  or  which  he  might  give  by  any 
codicil  or  codicils  to  that  his  will,  unto  the  said  Charles 
CecU  Cope  Jenkinson,  third  Earl  of  Liverpool,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  for  his  and  their  proper 
use  and  benefit;  and  he  appointed  the  said  FoUiott  Her- 
bert Walker  Cornwall,  Lord  Bishop  of  Worcester,  the  said 
Charles  CecU  Cope  Jenkinson,  third  Earl  of  Liverpool^ 
Oeorge  Peter  Holford,  Esq.,  and  Robert  WiUimott,  trustees 
and  executors  of  that  his  will 


The  said  Robert  Bankes,  second  Earl  of  Liverpool,  died 
on  the  4th  day  of  December,  1828. 

The  question  which  was  submitted  by  the  special  case 
in  this  suit  was,  whether  the  said  sum  of  1 5,000t  and  in- 
terest were  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  said 
Robert  Bankes,  second  Earl  of  Liverpool. 
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Mr.  Rott,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  C.  HaU,  for  the  Plaintiff.— This 
debt  must  be  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  in  the  first 
instance.  The  whole  question  depends  upon  the  inten- 
tion of  the  person  who  contracted  the  debt.  The  settle- 
ment by  which  he  reserved  the  power  under  which  the 
mortgage  was  made  was  a  voluntary  settlement,  and  the 
power  was  in  all  respects,  for  the  purposes  of  this  question, 
equivalent  to  the  absolute  ownership  of  the  estate.  But 
in  the  case  of  an  absolute  owner  of  property,  the  rule  is 
unquestionably  that  his  personal  estate  is  first  liable;  and 
here  that  rule  is  therefore  strictly  applicable.  Moreover, 
here  the  mortgagor  actually  covenanted  to  pay  the  mort- 
gage debt.  Suppose  that  the  mortgagor  had  paid  off  the 
debt  under  his  covenant,  he  could  not  afterwards  have 
come  upon  the  estate.  But  the  will  of  the  mortgagor  re- 
moves all  doubt,  for  he  there  directs,  that  his  personal  es- 
tate shall  be  applicable  to  the  payment  of  his  debts:  GoU 
lis  V.  Robins  (a),  Bruce  v.  Morice(b). 


1854. 


ArgumenL 


Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  -R.  Walpole,  for  other  par- 
ties, cited  BurreU  v.  The  Earl  of  Egremont(c),  Ibbetson 
V.  Ibbetson{d),  The  Duke  o/Ancaster  v.  Mayer  (e),  Stephen- 
son V.  Heathcote{f),  and  BooUe  v.  BlundeU{g), 


The  Solidtor-Oeneral&iT R.  BetheU,  and  Mr.  Thring,  for 
the  Defendants  who  were  interested  in  the  personal  estate 
of  the  second  Earl.-^The  mortgaged  estate  was  the  pri- 
mary fund  for  payment  of  this  charge.  No  doubt  the 
general  rule  is,  that  a  man's  personal  estate  is  first 
liable  for  the  payment  of  his  debts;  but  that  rule  is 
subject  to  the  qualification,  that  the  debts  must  be  such 
as  he  himself  originally  contracted;  for  his  personal 
estate  is  not  liable  to  pay  debts,  for  the  payment  of 


(a)  iDeG.  &S.  131. 
(6)  2  De  G.  &  S.  389. 
(e)  7  Beay.  205. 
(d)  12  SinL  206. 


(«)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  C.  454. 
(/)  1  Eden,  37. 
(g)  1  Mer.  215. 


694 


CASES  IN  OHANOEBY. 


1854. 


ArgwBMmL 


which  he  only  entered  into  an  auxiliary  contract,  and 
was  not  originally  liable.  That  is,  where  the  personal 
estate  has  had  the  benefit  of  the  debt,  it  is  first  liable. 
This  rule  is  generally  applied  in  the  administration 
of  assets,  and  it  springs  from  the  old  feudal  distinction 
between  real  and  personal  estate;  and  where,  as  in  Eng- 
land,  the  real  and  personal  representatives  are  different, 
equities  necessarily  often  arise  between  them.  Strictly, 
the  rule  originally  was  only  between  those  representa- 
tives; but,  after  the  Statute  of  Fraudulent  Devises  (a), 
the  devisee  of  the  real  estate  became  liable  to  specialty 
debts  as  well  as  the  heir,  and  then  this  equity  was  ex- 
tended to  the  hseres  factus,  which  previously  belonged  to 
the  hseres  natus  alone.  But  there  is  no  case  in  which  the 
principle  has  been  made  applicable  to  the  grantee  of  a  de- 
ceased person.  The  rule  is  one  of  administration,  and 
governs  those  who  resort  to  the  forum  of  administration 
only.  The  equity  is  the  same  as  that  between  principal 
and  surety;  but  the  grantee  is  not  liable  to  the  creditors 
of  the  grantor  at  all  But  here  the  debt  was  not  created 
by  the^debtor  in  respect  of  his  ownership  of  the  property, 
but  by  virtue  of  a  power,  which  he  reserved  expressly  with 
the  object  of  making  the  estate  liable  to  any  charge  he 
might  afterwards  choose  to  throw  upon  it  The  power 
was  like  a  power  to  charge  not  his  own  estate,  but  that  of 
another  man.  The  object  of  creating  the  power  was  to 
reserve  to  the  settlor  a  certain  amount  of  beneficial  own- 
ership out  of  the  settled  estate.  Therefore,  the  mortgage 
must  be  inserted  in  this  settlement  in  the  place  of  the 
power,  as  a  charge  prior  to  all  the  limitations  of  the  settled 
estate;  and  thus  those  who  took  under  those  limitations 
subject  to  the  power,  must  now  take  subject  to  the  mort- 
gage. The  power  was  different  from  an  absolute  interest 
in  the  property  subject  thereto:  Ewart  v.  Ewart(b).  The 
principles  on  which  one  fund  is  exonerated  out  of  another 


(a)  3  Will.  &  M.  c.  14. 


(b)  17  Jur.  1028. 
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are  well  summed  up  in  Coxa  note  to  Evelyn  v.  Evelyn(a); 
and  see  Edwards  v.  FreenumQi),  Graves  v.  Hicks{c\  Lewis 
V.  Nangle  (d),  Ex  parte  Bigby  (e)  and  Nod  v.  Noel  (/).  The 
will  does  not  make  any  difference,  for  it  shews  no  inten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  testator  to  make  his  personal  estate 
liable  to  this  particular  debt 

Mr.  HaU  in  reply. 


1854. 


Ar^ffumerU, 


Vicb-Chancbllor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  had  very  great  doubt  at  the  opening  of  this  case  as 
to  whether  the  Plaintiff  would  be  able  to  maintain  the 
proposition,  that  this  debt  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  second  Earl  of  Liverpool,  for  it  ap- 
pears to  me  to  be  a  proposition  unsupported  by  any  au- 
thority, and  for  which  I  can  find  no  sufficient  ground  on 
principle.  It  seems  to  me,  that  the  decisions  in  Ibbetson 
V.  Ibbetson  (g),  Noel  v.  Noel  (/),  and  Vandeleur  v.  Vande- 
leur  (h)y  are  not  inapplicable  to  the  particular  case  now 
before  me;  but  I  will  first  consider  the  case  on  princi- 
ple. There  is  no  question  as  to  the  general  principle 
on  which  the  doctrine  of  the  exoneration  of  a  man's  real 
estate  is  founded.  I  do  not  follow  the  Solicttor-OeneraTs 
argument,  that  it  rests  entirely  upon  the  fact  of  a  man 
being  under  a  personal  liability  for  a  debt  not  contracted 
by  him,  as  heir  or  devisee  of  a  specialty  debtor;  but  the 
real  question  I  think  is,  whether  or  not  the  particular 
property  which  is  a  security  for  the  debt  was  made  the 
primary  security,  or  merely  by  way  of  pledge  for  the  debt 
That  principle  seems  to  be  recognised  in  all  the  cases;  and 


Judffmenl, 


(a)  2  P.  Wms.  664. 

(b)  2  P.  Wms.  435. 

(c)  6  Sim.  391. 
(rf)  1  Amb.  160. 


(e)  1  Jac.  236. 
(/)  12  Price,  214. 
{£f)  12  Sim.  206. 
(A)  3  CI.  &  F.  82. 
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18M.  whenever  an  owner  in  fee  mortgages  his  estate,  the  law  has 
established  that  he  intends  to  render  himself  personally  lia- 
ble for  the  mortgage  debt,  and  that  the  estate  is  a  collateral 
security.  Accordingly,  the  difficulty  has  almost  always 
JudffmenL  arisen  in  the  administration  of  assets,  when,  the  person  who 
incurred  the  debt  being  deceased  and  having  no  longer 
any  interest,  the  question  occurs  between  his  real  and 
personal  representatives;  and  it  is  necessary  to  consider 
whether  anything  has  happened  in  the  original  transaction 
which  would  alter  the  rule  of  law.  Where  it  is  the  simple 
case  of  a  person  having  created  a  mortgage  for  his  own 
benefit,  the  question  is,  whether  anything  has  been  done, 
at  the  time  of  the  mortgage  or  since,  to  alter  the  rule  of 
law,  by  which  his  personal  estate,  having  received  the 
benefit,  is  first  liable,  and  his  real  estate  is  only  a  collateral 
security  to  the  creditor.  If  there  be  in  the  will  of  the 
original  debtor  a  devise  of  the  mortgaged  estate  subject  to 
debts,  that  does  not  alter  the  rule  which  makes  the  per- 
sonal estate  liable  in  the  first  instance  to  the  charge. 


The  state  of  facts  here  and  in  the  cases  to  which  I  have 
referred  is,  that  there  has  been  a  dealing  with  the  estate 
inter  vivos  after  the  creation  of  the  debt  The  first  view 
that  suggests  itself  to  the  mind  in  such  circumstances  on 
principle  is,  that  the  party,  having  control  over  both  his 
real  and  personal  estate,  must  be  considered  in  making  a 
mortgage  to  have  originally  in  view  a  payment  of  that  debt, 
in  the  event  of  his  death,  out  of  his  personal  estate  in  priority 
to  his  real  estate,  which  is  merely  a  pledge  for  the  debt 
But  if  he  aliens  the  real  estate  in  his  lifetime  to  a  volunteer, 
and,  more  especially,  if  he  does  so  expressly  subject  to  the 
mortgage,  the  natural  inference  from  such  a  transaction,  un- 
less there  be  something  in  the  instrument  to  indicate  a  con- 
trary intention,  is,  that  the  debtor  did  not  mean  to  pay  the 
debt  out  of  his  personal  estate.  If  the  alienation  be  made 
subject  to  the  mortgage  debt,  whether  the  alienee  be  a 
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volunteer  or  purchaser,  then,  in  the  absence  of  what  Lord 
Eldon  inquired  for  in  the  case  of  Nod  v.  Nod  (a),  namely, 
a  covenant  in  the  settlement  to  pay  the  debt,  the  infer- 
ence is,  that,  though  as  between  his  real  and  personal 
representatives  his  real  estate  was  intended  to  be  only  a 
collateral  security,  yet  from  the  moment  of  the  aliena- 
tion he  has  made  that  estate  the  principal  debtor.  Other- 
wise, to  support  the  plaintiff's  view,  I  must  imply  a  cove- 
nant by  the  settlor  to  exonerate  the  real  estate;  and 
I  could  not  stop  short  of  that  if  I  held  that  when  the 
creditor  came  upon  the  estate  which  had  been  so  aliened, 
and  made  himself  master  of  it  by  foreclosure  or  otherwise, 
the  party  to  whom  the  estate  was  aliened  would  be  en- 
titled to  come  round  upon  the  donor  or  vendor,  and  to 
say,  you  are  the  principal  debtor,  and  I  insist  upon  being 
recouped  by  you.  That  would  be  a  very  singular  deci- 
sion in  the  absence  of  an  express  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  donor  to  incur  such  a  liability.  The  rights  must  be 
really  just  the  converse ;  and  supposing  that  the  original 
debtor  paid  off  the  debt,  being  called  upon  under  the 
covenant  in  the  mortgage  deed,  he  must  be  entitled  to 
come  upon  those  to  whom  he  has  transferred  the  estate, 
and  to  insist  upon  being  repaid  by  them.  He  has  given 
them  the  property  minus  the  particular  debt.  If  the 
transaction  were  a  sale  instead  of  a  gift  the  case  would 
not  be  more  favourable  to  the  transferree  of  the  pro- 
perty; but  other  considerations  would  intervene  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  whole  contract  In  a  case  of  mere  bounty 
the  inference  is  more  di£Bcult,  that  the  donor  had  under- 
taken between  himself  and  the  donee  to  pay  the  debt  in  the 
absence  of  any  covenant  to  that  effect  in  the  deed  of  transfer. 
Lord  Brougham  does  however  appear,  in  Va/nddeur  v.  Vamr 
ddeur  Q>),  to  have  considered  that  the  case  of  a  volunteer 
would  be  more  favourable.    That  was  a  case  where  par- 
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ties  were  claiming  under  a  contract  entered  into  with  the 
highest  possible  consideration,  namely,  that  of  marriige, 
which  his  Lordship  held  placed  them  in  a  different  position 
from  that  of  mere  volunteers;  but,  in  the  absence  of  anj 
expression  of  intention,  I  cannot  conceive  that  a  person 
taking  as  a  mere  volunteer  would  be  entitled  to  turn 
round  upon  the  donor,  and  say,  you  passed  the  property 
to  me  subject  to  this  debt,  but  yet  if  I  am  called  upon 
to  pay  it  I  must  in  turn  call  upon  you.  The  position 
here  is  somewhat  different,  though  not  more  favourable 
for  the  Plaintiff.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  estate  wis 
conveyed  by  the  deed  of  settlement  to  the  second  Earl 
for  life,  with  remainders  over,  firee  from  all  charges  in  one 
sense,  for  the  estate  was  not  then  incumbered.  But  it  was 
so  limited,  subject  to  the  power  reserved  to  the  Earl  to 
revoke,  for  any  purpose  which  he  might  think  proper,  the 
uses  of  the  settlement,  giving  him  the  fullest  power  of 
dealing  with  the  estate  in  any  manner  he  might  please 
notwithstanding  the  settlement;  and  when  that  power  was 
exercised,  the  limitations  in  the  settlement  in  default  of 
appointment  must  be  subject  to  the  appointment  so  made. 


I  accede  to  the  view  of  the  Plaintiffs,  that  I  am  at  liberty 
to  look  to  the  instrument  by  which  the  power  was  exer- 
*cised,  to  discover  whether  the  appointor  intended  to  make 
the  real  estate  or  his  general  personalty  the  principal  secu- 
rity. Mr.  HaU  says,  that  it  was  entirely  indifferent  to  the 
appointor,  and  that  is  the  most  favourable  view  for  his  argu- 
ment The  appointor  was,  if  he  chose,  the  sole  owner,  and 
might  have  taken  the  whole  estate  into  his  own  hands; 
and,  therefore,  it  was  a  matter  of  absolute  indifference  to 
him,  whether  he  should  make  his  personal  estate  or  this 
real  estate  the  primary  security  for  the  charge;  and  thence 
it  was  argued  that  it  must  be  inferred  that  the  estate 
was  to  be  m*erely  a  subsidiary  security,  and  that  the  per- 
sonal estate  must  be  primarily  charged    I  think  that  the 
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fallacy  of  this  argument  is,  that  it  overlooks  the  effect  of 
the  deed  which  was  executed  when  the  transaction  was 
concluded.    It  is  true,  that,  if  the  appointor  had  chosen, 
he  might  have  revoked  all  the  uses  of  the  settlement,  and 
appointed  the  whole  estate  to  himself  in  fee;  and  then 
there  could  be  no  question,  that,  on  his  decease,  the  estate 
in  fee  would  be  only  a  subsidiary  security  for  any  charge 
made  by  him  upon  it,  and  his  personal  estate  would  be  the 
primary  fund  for  payment  of  such  charge.    But  that  was 
not  the  course  which  he  took.    He  might  have  said,  I  am, 
by  the  exercise  of  my  power,  creating  a  burden  upon  the 
estate,  which  I  reserved  power  to  do.    I  know  that  I  have 
executed  a  settlement  by  which  the  parties  take,  subject 
to  any  charge  that  I  may  make  under  the  power  which  I 
thereby  reserved;  and  therefore,  I  will,  after  creating  the 
charge,  resettle  the  estate  on  those  parties  free,  as  between 
them  and  me,  from  such  charge.    But  all  that  he  did  was, 
simply  to  create  the  charge,  without  altering  the  old  uses 
of  the  settlement;  and  thus  he  left  the  parties  entitled  un- 
der  those  uses  liable  to  redeem  the  mortgage  in  the  ordi"- 
nary  way.    No  doubt,  he  added  a  covenant  by  himself  to 
pay  off  the  charge;  but  in  all  these  cases  such  a  covenant 
is  but  of  the  slightest    consideration.    The    mortgage 
money  could  not  have  been  raised  without  it.    It  is  a 
covenant  between  the  mortgagor  and  the  mortgagee  only, 
and  is  not  intended  to  exonerate  the  estate;  ^nd  it  does 
not  make  the  case  any  more  favourable  for  the  Plaintiff, 
the  important  fact  being,  that  the  appointor  personally 
obtained  the  benefit  of  the  charge;  and  no  further  infer- 
ence as  to  this  question  can  be  derived  from  the  circum* 
stance  that  the  party  lending  the  money  required  such 
a  covenant,  as  every  one  who  lends  money  upon  mort- 
gage always  does.     But  when  the  personal  estate  of 
the  appointor,  as  in  this  case,  receives  the  benefit  of 
the  mortgage,  the  question  is,  whether  he  intended  that 
his  personal  estate  should  repay  the  money,  or  that  the 
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real  estate  should  remain  burdened  with  it  In  the  ab- 
sence of  anj  expression  of  intention  in  the  deed  itself  I 
must  r^ard  the  position  of  the  parties.  The  appointor 
had  made  himself  first  tenant  for  life  by  the  settlement, 
subject  to  the  power,  with  remainder  to  other  persons. 
Therefore,  if  his  personal  estate  had  paid  off  the  charge, 
he  would  have  been  in  the  position  of  a  tenant  for  life 
paying  off  a  mortgage.  Judging  accordingly  by  the  true 
rule  of  the  interest  of  the  party  himself  in  the  matter,  I 
find  that  the  appointor  had  limited  over  the  estate  to  him- 
self subject  to  his  power,  and  that  he  did  not  by  the  appoint- 
ment declare  any  intention  of  liberating  the  estate  from 
the  charge,  and  that  he  had  left  himself  the  first  tenant 
for  life  of  the  estate;  and  that,  therefore,  by  the  exercise 
of  his  power,  he  was  charging  an  estate,  of  which  it  is  true 
that  he  might  have  made  himself  the  owner  in  fee,  but  did 
not;  and  in  this  state  of  circumstances  the  inference  I 
think  must  be,  that  he  intended  that  property,  which  was 
not  absolutely  his  own,  to  pay  this  debt  in  preference  to 
his  own  property.  This  is  the  conclusion  at  which  the 
Courts  arrive  in  considering  the  case  of  a  person  hav- 
ing a  limited  interest  in  an  estate,  and  paying  off  a 
charge. 


I  do  not  think  that  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment in  this  case  places  it  any  higher  in  favour  of  the 
Plaintiff,  but  in  one  respect  rather  lower,  because,  the  ap- 
pointor having  at  the  time  of  making  the  charge  an  op- 
portunity of  expressing  his  intention,  he  expresses  none, 
but  allows  the  settlement  to  stand  subject  to  the  charga 
That  brings  the  matter  back  to  the  proposition,  which 
is  difficult  to  be  sustained,  that  the  original  owner  of  this 
estate,  having,  although  for  family  objects,  settled  the  es- 
tate less  a  certain  charge  thereon,  must  be  supposed  to 
have  entered  into  an  implied  engagement,  that  he  would 
also  discharge  that  debt  and  firee  the  estate  fix>m  it 
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Then  the  next  question  is,  whether  the  will  of  the  se- 
cond Earl  of  Liverpool  affords  any  indication  of  intention, 
he  having  still  an  absolute  power,  if  he  pleased,  to  exone- 
rate the  estate  from  the  charge,  as  between  the  persons  en- 
titled to  his  real  and  personal  estate.  All  that  he  did  by 
his  will  was  to  recite  the  power,  without  noticing  the 
charge,  and  to  give  some  annuities  as  additional  charges; 
and,  subject  to  this,  he  confirmed  the  settlement  There- 
fore, the  question  again  is,  what  is  the  true  effect  and  mean- 
ing of  the  settlement?  The  will  amounts  to  no  more  than 
this:  the  settlement  was  made  expressly  subject  to  any 
exercise  of  his  power,  by  which  he  might  take  part  of  the 
property  out  of  it;  subsequently  he  did  by  that  power 
take  a  portion  of  the  property  out  of  the  settlement;  and, 
by  his  will,  he  confirmed  the  settlement  as  it  stood  at  that 
time.  But  then  it  is  said,  that,  by  the  same  will,  he  ex- 
pressly made  his  personal  estate  subject  to  the  payment  of 
his  debts;  and  that  this  indicates  sufficiently  an  intention 
to  vary  the  position  of  the  two  funds  with  respect  to  the 
charge,  and  to  make  the  personal  estate  first  liable  to  pay 
it.  But  the  devise  of  a  mortgaged  estate  subject  to  the 
mortgage,  does  not  make  the  estate  primarily  liable  to  pay 
it;  and  for  the  same  reason,  this  direction  for  payment  of 
the  testator  s  debts  out  of  his  personal  estate,  cannot  in 
any  way  alter  the  position  of  the  two  funds  as  to  payment 
of  this  debt. 
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Therefore,  upon  all  the  facts  of  this  case,  neither  upon 
the  general  principle,  nor  from  any  expression  of  inten- 
tion that  can  be  discovered,  can  I  arrive  at  the  conclusion, 
that  the  personal  estate  of  the  second  Earl  was  liable  to 
exonerate  this  real  estate  from  the  charge  which  he  has 
made  thereon. 


With  respect  to  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited, 
I  think  that  they  go  very  far  to  establish  the  principle, 
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tlutt  the  voluntary  donee  of  an  estate  charged  with  a  mort- 
gage must  take  that  estate  subject  to  the  charge,  and  can 
have  no  possible  equity  to  call  upon  the  mortgagor,  who 
has  given  the  estate  to  him,  to  clear  it  of  the  charge. 
The  reason  why  the  covenants  in  Ywndelsur  v.  Vanie- 
leur  (a)  and  Nod  v.  Nod  (b)  were  considered  of  import- 
ance was  this: — In  any  conveyance  for  valuable  consider- 
ation you  expect  to  find  a  covenant  against  incumbrances, 
and  you  look  to  it  for  the  intention  in  that  respect;  and 
if  there  had  been  an  absolute  covenant  against  all  incum- 
brances, the  party  would  have  entered  into  an  express  en- 
gagement to  liberate  the  estate  from  all  charges;  but  when 
such  covenant  expressly  excepted  certain  charges,  the 
argument  as  to  them  was  at  an  end.  The  only  thing  in 
either  of  those  cases  which  could  assist  the  Plaintiff  here, 
was  the  character  of  the  observations  made  by  Lord 
Brougham  in  Vandeleur  v.  Vanddeur  (c),  which  were  not 
necessary  for  the  particidar  decision  to  which  the  Court 
came,  and  which  would  lead  to  a  result  unfounded  upon 
principle  or  authority,  namely,  that  a  gift  of  an  estate  sub- 
ject  to  a  mortgage  created  by  the  donor  is  an  engagement 
by  him  to  pay  off  that  mortgage. 


The  only  shadow  of  a  ground  for  the  Plaintiff's  con- 
tention in  this  case  was,  that  this  was  a  family  arrange- 
ment, by  which  an  estate  subject  to  an  incumbrance  was 
included  in  a  family  settlement,  which  may  possibly  make 
some  slight  difference  on  the  ground  of  intention;  but 
even  then  the  Plaintiff's  conclusion  would  militate  against 
the  doctrine  of  the  Court,  by  which  tenants  for  life  of 
settled  family  estates  paying  off  incumbrances  are  assumed 
to  pay  them  off  for  their  own  benefit,  and  not  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  estate. 


(a)  3  CI.  &  F.  82.        (6)  12  Price,  214.        (c)  3  a.  &  P.  97,  98. 
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ILLIAM DAT  made  his  will,  dated  in  1836,  as  Bequut^Om. 

dition — Con- 
itrudion — 


follows: — "First,   as    concerning    all   and  singular   my  *'*'*<**~^^- 


real  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and  of  what  *'^!^"^  « 

,  read  a»  "  Or. 

nature  or  kind  soever,  I  give  and  devise  the  same,  and         

every  part  thereof,  unto  my  wife  Ann  Day  and  her  mtemt^<Jre-* 
assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  jln'S^toUie 
without  impeachment  of  waste;  and  from  and  immediately  te»t»tor'i  wife 

4.11  x»  ii'i  1  for  life,  and 

after  her  decease,  I  give  and  devise  the  same  real  estate,  from  and  after 
and  every  part  thereof,  unto  my  brother  Robert  Day  and  D.tm^e^cS^ 
his  assigns  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  ^°^"*i*^g 
without  impeachment  of  waste ;  and  from  and  immedi-  lurriTor  of 
ately  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  said  tai  to  ft.  ab-' 
Ann  Day  and  Robert  Day,  I  give  and  devise  the  said  real  J^^^  ^rw- 
estate  in  manner  as  is  hereinafter  mentioned;  and  as  con-  mentto  -4^  a, 

and  C  of  1000/. 

ceming  all  and  singular  my  money,  and  securities  for  each,  which  the 
money,  household  goods  and  furniture,  plate,  linen,  and  {TSm,  to^be 
china,  and  all  other  my  personal  estate  and  effects  what-  JS^  at^^  **^d 
soever  and  wheresoever,  and  of  what  nature  or  kind  so-  of  twelre 
ever,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  interest,  usufruct,  and  en-  after  the  de- 
joyment  thereof  unto  my  wife  the  said  Ann  Day  and  her  ^^  of  Wi  «Sd 
assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  sub-  wifewid  az)..- 

1  #.    11        \     •        Provided  that 

ject,  nevertheless,  to  the  payment  thereout  of  all  and  sin-  if  either  of  the 
gularmy  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  cthoniddie* 

**  in  the  lifetime 

of  mj  laid  wife 

and  mj  said  brother  R,  />.,"  hii  legacy  should  lapse  and  be  void.   A.  sarTiTed  the  testator's  wife,  and 

died  in  the  lifetime  ofJLD.i — Held,  that  A.'»  personal  representatiTe  was  entitled  to  her  legacj, 

and  that  the  gift  oyer  had  not  taken  effect 

**  And'*  is  constmed  ''or"  where  one  member  of  the  compound  sentence  is  included  in  the 
other,  and  would  be  superfluous  unless  disioined.  This  construction  is  generally  made  in  fiiTonr 
of  Testing — not  to  defeat  a  preriously  rested  gift. 

A  limitation  of  real  estate  to  A.  during  the  life  of  B.  and  d,  without  saying  ''and  during  the 
life  of  the  surriyor  of  them,"  gives  A.  an  estate  during  the  lives  of  B.  and  C  and  the  surrivor. 
But  a  limitation  for  100  years,  if  A.  and  B,  shall  so  long  lire,  is  determined  by  Uie  death  of  either, 
because  this  is  a  collatenJ  condition. 

SembUy  that  these  rules  apply  also  to  limitations  of  personal  estate. 
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and  also  of  the  following  legacies  or  sums  of  money:  that 
is  to  say,  unto  my  two  friends,  Joseph  Harris  and  Mtchad 
Payne  Johnson,  both  of  Leicester,  in  the  county  of  Lei- 
cester, gentlemen,  the  legacy  or  sum  of  1002.  each;  and 
unto  the  Leicester  Infirmary  the  legacy  or  sum  of  200^; 
which  said  legacies  I  direct  shall  be  paid  out  of  my  said 
personal  estate  at  the  expiration  of  twelve  months  after 
my  decease;  and  I  do  hereby  declare,  that  the  receipt  for 
the  time  being  of  the  treasurer  of  the  said  Leicester  Infir- 
mary shall  be  a  good  and  sufficient  discharge  to  my  exe- 
cutors for  the  said  legacy  bequeathed  to  such  institution; 
and  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  my  said 
wife  I  give  and  bequeath  the  interest,  usufruct,  and  en- 
joyment of  all  and  singular  my  said  personal  estate  unto 
my  brother  the  enidRobertDay  and  his  assigns,  for  and  dur- 
ing the  term  of  his  natural  life;  and  from  and  immediately 
after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  my  said  wife 
the  said  Ann  Day,  and  my  said  brother  the  said  Robert 
Day,  then,  as  concerning  all  and  singular  my  money  and 
securities  for  money,  household  goods  and  ftimiture,  plate, 
linen,  and  china,  and  all  other  my  personal  estate  and  ef- 
fects whatsoever  and  wheresoever  (whereof  the  interest, 
usufruct,  and  enjoyment  I  have  hereinbefore  bequeathed 
to  my  said  wife  and  my  said  brother  Robert  Day  in  suc- 
cession), I  give  and  bequeath  the  same,  and  every  part 
thereof,  unto  my  said  nephew  William  Day,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns  absolutely,  subject, 
nevertheless,  to  the  payment  thereout  of  all  such  ex- 
penses as  may  at  that  time  be  incurred  in  order  to  carry 
the  trusts  of  this  my  will  into  full  effect  and  execution, 
and  also  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  following  legacies 
or  sums  of  money:  that  is  to  say,  unto  my  nieces,  the 
children  of  my  said  late  brother  John  Day,  namely,  Ruth 
North  Day,  Hannah  Frances  Day,  Catherine  Day,  Ann 
Day,  Mary  Jane  Day,  and  Elizabeth  Day;  and  unto  my 
nephews  and  nieces,  the  children  of  my  sister  Catherine 
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Wilcox,  namely,  Frances  WUcow,  Elizabeth  Wilcox,  Ann  ^1854. 
Wilcox,  Catherine  Wilcox,  Wiliiam  Wilcox,  and  Robert 
Wilcox,  the  legacy  or  sum  of  lOOOZ.  each,  and  which  I  give 
and  bequeath  to  each  of  them  accordingly,  and  direct  the 
same,  respectively,  to  be  paid  to  each  of  them  at  the  expir- 
ation of  twelve  calendar  months  next  after  the  decease  of 
the  survivor  of  them  iny  said  wife  and  my  said  brother  the 
said  Robert  Day:  Provided,  and  my  mind  and  will  is,  that 
in  case  any  or  either  of  my  last-named  nephews  and  nieces, 
the  children  of  my  said  brother  John  Day  and  my  sister 
Catherine  Wilcox,  shall  happen  to  depart  this  life  in  the 
lifetime  of  my  said  wife  and  my  said  brother  the  said 
Robert  Day,  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  or,  leaving  such 
issue,  all  such  issue  shall  happen  to  depart  this  life  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  I  do  hereby  declare, 
that  the  legacy  hereinbefore  bequeathed  to  him,  her,  or 
them  so  dying,  shall  lapse  and  be  absolutely  void/'  And 
the  testator  appointed  his  said  wife  the  said  Ann  Day, 
and  his  brother  the  said  Robert  Day,  and  his  friends 
the  said  Joseph  Harris  and  Michael  Payne  Johnson, 
executors. 

The  testator  died  in  1836,  Michael  Payne  Johnson 
died  in  1842,  and  Ann  Day  on  the  14th  of  October,  1851, 
leaving  Hannah  Frances  Day  surviving.  Hannah  Frances 
Day  died  on  the  10th  of  May,  1852,  and  Robert  Day  in 
August  of  that  year. 

The  personal  representative  of  Hannah  Frances  Day,  as 
Plaintiff,  concurred  with  William  Day  and  the  surviving 
executor  of  the  testator,  as  Defendants,  in  the  special  case 
in  this  suit  for  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  whether  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  said  legacy  of  lOOOt  to 
Hannah  Frances  Day,  or  whether  the  proviso  for  making 
void  the  said  legacy  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  Hannah 
Frances  Day  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's  wife  and  his 
brother  Robert  Day,  had  taken  effect. 

VOL.  I.  c  c  c  B.  K.  w. 
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1864.  Mr-  Chcmdlesa,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  8.  Thompson^  for  the 

Plaintiff.— The  gift  over  has  not  taken  effect.  It  will  be 
contended,  that,  in  the  executory  bequest,  "  and  "  should 
be  read  "  or,"  and  therefore,  that,  Hannah  Frances  Day 
Argument,  having  died  in  the  lifetime  of  one  of  the  parties  named, 
the  gift  over  takes  effect  But  "  and  "  is  never  read  "  or '' 
unless  m  cases  where  one  member  of  the  sentence  includes 
the  other,  or  in  some  few  other  cases  in  favour  of  vesting 
a  gift,  never  in  any  other  case  to  devest  it.  Thus,  in 
Hawea  v.  Hawea  (a),  in  a  devise  to  the  testator's  three 
children  and  their  heirs,  when  he,  she,  and  they  should  at- 
tain twenty-one,  " and  "  was  read  "  or''  so  as  to  vest  the 
share  of  each  upon  his  attaining  majority.  So,  in  Ja^Jcson 
V.  Jackson  (b\  where  the  gift  was  in  remainder  to  R.  if  he 
should  be  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator's  wife  **  and 
should  then  or  thereafter  have  any  issue  male."  Brown- 
sword  V.  Edwards  (c)  may  be  cited  as  a  case  where,  in 
a  limitation  over,  "  and "  was  read  "  or;"  but  in  the  subse- 
quent case  of  Doe  d.  Usher  v.  Jessep  (d),  the  Court  refused 
to  adopt  that  construction ;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  in 
Pearson  v.  Rubier  (e)  has  confirmed  this  decision.  In  Bdl 
V.  Fhyn  (/)  there  was  a  gift  of  residuary  personalty  to  -4., 
B,y  and  C.  as  tenants  in  common  equally,  and  in  case  of 
the  death  of  any  of  them  "  without  being  married  and 
having  children,"  gift  over,  and  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.,  took 
"  and  "  to  mean  "  or."  The  Court  always  leans  in  favour 
of  a  construction  which  makes  a  bequest  vested:  Sturgess 
V.  Pearson  (g). 

Mr.  Headlam,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Sergeant,  for  the  De- 
fendants.— The  gift  over  has  taken  effect.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  construe  "  and  "  as  "  or,"  because  the  life- 
time of  A.  and  B.  is,  in  popular  language,  the  lifetime  of 
the  longest  liver.     In  fact,  some  word  must  be  supplied, 

(a)  1  Ves.  sen.  13.  («)  3  Do  G.,  M.,  &  G.  398. 

(b)  1  Ves.  sen.  217.  (/)  7  Ves.  458. 

(c)  2  Ves.  sen.  242.  (g)  4  Madd  41. 

(d)  12  East,  288. 
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whatever  be  the  construction.  The  Plaintiff's  counsel 
wish  to  add  the  word  "joint"  before  "lifetime,"  the  De- 
fendants would  prefix  the  word  "  successive,"  and  this  is 
the  most  natural  construction.  You  say,  a  man  lived 
"  during  the  reign  of  two  kings,"  whose  reigns  were  suc- 
cessive, and  the  same  expression  may  be  used  if  their 
reigns  were  partly  contemporaneous,  and  no  doubt  it 
would  include  the  reign  of  the  survivor.  But  there  is 
ample  authority,  if  it  be  necessary,  for  reading  "  and  "  as 
"  or  "  in  this  case ;  for  example,  in  Stapleton  v.  Staplet<m(a), 
in  a  gift  to  the  person  who,  at  a  certain  time,  should  be 
"  entitled  to  the  freehold  and  inheritance  "  of  a  particular 
estate;  and  again,  in  Hetherington  v.  Oakman  (6),  where 
there  was  a  bequest  at  a  specified  period  to  nephews  and 
nieces  "  to  be  divided  among  them  and  such  of  them " 
as  should  be  then  living.  Moreover,  in  this  case,  the  time 
of  payment  of  these  legacies  was  "  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of"  these  very  persons,  the  testator's  wife  and 
Robert  Day,  which  demonstrates  what  must  be  the  con- 
struction of  the  succeeding  words. 

Mr.  Chandless,  Q.  C,  in  repl^. 

The  Vice-Chanobllob  reserved  judgment 


1854. 


Argument, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  "W.  Paqb  "Wood: — 

The  question  in  this  case  turns  upon  the  effect  of  an 
executory  bequest  of  a  certain  legacy,  in  which  the  legatee 
had  acquired  a  vested  interest  [His  Honour  read  the 
will  down  to  the  end  of  the  gift  of  lOOOZ.  each  to  the  chil- 
dren of  John  Day  and  Catherine  WiUcox,  and  continued.] 
Of  course,  so  far  the  will  gave  a  vested  interest  in  these 
legacies  to  the  several  legatees.  Then  follows  a  proviso' 
"  that  in  case  any  or  either  of  my  last-named  nephews  or 


(a)  2Siin.,N.  S,2I2. 


(b)  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  299. 
C  0  0  2 


July  27th. 
Judgment, 
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J^4^  nieces,  the  chUdren  of  my  said  brother  John  Day  and  my 
sister  Catherine  WtUcox,  shall  happen  to  depart  this  life 
in  the  lifetime  of  my  said  wife  and  my  said  brother  the 
JudamenL  ^^^  Robert  Day  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  or,  leaving 
such  issue,  all  such  issue  shall  happen  to  depart  this  life 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  I  do  hereby  de- 
clare that  the  legacy  hereinbefore  bequeathed  to  him,  her, 
or  them  so  dying  shall  lapse  and  be  absolutely  void.'' 

The  question  is,  whether,  one  of  the  legatees  having 
survived  the  testator's  wife,  but  having  died  in  the  life- 
time of  Robert  Day,  there  is  under  this  proviso  a  good 
gift  over  of  her  legacy ;  and  certainly,  if  it  were  not  for 
the  decisions  on  this  subject,  and  the  view  which,  sitting 
in  this  Court,  I  am  bound  to  take,  I  should  have  little 
doubt  what  was  the  intention  and  object  of  the  testator 
in  making  this  gift  over.  The  question  is,  whether,  with- 
out altering  the  words,  I  can  hold  dying  *'  in  the  lifetime 
of  my  said  wife  and  my  said  brother"  to  include  dying  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  survivor;  or  whether  I  can  read  the 
word  "  and  "  in  this  sentence  as  "  or."  I  am  clear  that 
1  cannot  so  construe  the  word  "  and."  All  the  cases  in 
which  such  a  construction  has  been  made  may  be  resolved 
into  the  general  principle  that  "  and "  may  be  construed 
"  or "  where  one  member  of  the  sentence  includes  the 
other,  so  that  by  construing  the  words  literally  one  mem- 
ber of  the  sentence  would  be  rendered  unnecessary,  and 
therefore,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  each  member  of  the 
sentence,  that  construction  has  been  adopted.  The  ma- 
jority of  the  cases  have  also  been  cases  in  which  "  and  " 
has  been  construeddisjunctively,  in  order  to  favourthe  vest- 
ing of  a  legacy,  and  not  in  order  to  devest  it.  This  seems, 
therefore,  rather  to  fall  within  those  cases  where  there  is  an 
absolute  gift  which  is  to  be  devested  only  upon  a  certain 
contingency ;  and  I  must  consider  whether  the  event  on 
which  the  legacy  is  given  over  has  literally  occurred. 
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I  had  some  doubt  what  would  be  the  construction  if  1354, 
this  had  been  a  limitation  during  the  lifetime  of  A,  and  B. 
In  BrudneWs  case  (a)  a  distinction  is  drawn  between  a 
limitation  during  lives  and  a  collateral  condition.  This 
case  was  put  in  the  argument:  "If  a  lease  be  made  ^^^^s^nent, 
to  two  during  their  lives,  there,  if  one  dies,  his  es- 
tate shall  survive ;  but  if  a  lease  be  made  to  A,  during  the 
life  of  B,  and  C,  without  saying  and  during  the  life  of  the 
survivor  of  them,  there,  if  one  of  them  dies,  the  estate  (as  it 
was  said)  was  determined.  But  it  was  answered  and  resolv- 
ed by  Sir  John  Popharriy  Chief  Justice,  and  the  whole  Court, 
that  in  the  same  case  put  by  the  Plaintiff's  counsel,  if  one 
of  the  cestuy  que  vies  dies,  the  estate  is  not  determined; 
but  A.  should  have  the  land  during  the  life  of  the  survivor 
of  them :  and  so  it  was  resolved  by  all  the  Justices  in 
Michaelmas  Term  held  at  St  AOxm's  (5  &  6  Elizabeth); 
for  A.  had  an  estate  of  freehold  by  way  of  limitation  of 
an  estate  during  the  lives  of  two  men,  and  by  construction 
of  law  during  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them :  as,  if  a 
man  makes  a  lease  of  land  to  two  men  during  their  lives, 
and  they  assign  their  estate  over,  now  the  assignee  hath 
an  estate  for  the  life  of  the  two  men;  and  if  one  dies  he 
shall  have  the  land  during  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them. 
And  two  differences  were  taken  and  agreed  in  this  case: 
1.  Between  a  limitation,  as  in  the  case  before,  and  a  condi- 
tion: for  if  a  man  leases  land  for  100  years,  it  A.  and  B, 
shall  so  long  live,  in  that  case,  if  one  of  them  dies,  the 
lease  is  ended,  for  the  lease  was  conditional,  and  not  de- 
terminable by  limitation  of  estate;  and  the  life  of  a  man 
is  collateral  as  to  the  lease,  which  is  but  a  chattel 
The  second  difference  was  between  a  limitation  of  an 
estate  of  freehold  during  lives  (which  is  the  usual  and 
ordinary  limitation  of  a  freehold)  and  a  collateral  deter- 
mination, as  during  the  time  that  (7.  and  D.  shall  be  of 

(a)  5  Co.  9. 
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1854.        the  Inner  TemplCy  or  during  the  time  that  (7.  and  D.  shall 
"  jj^^  ^      be  dwelling  in  Norfolk,  or  shall  be  justices  of  peace,  or 

V, 

Day. 
Judffmeni. 


_*•  the  like,  for  m  these  cases  the  failure  of  one  shall  deter- 

mine  the  estate. 


I  refer  also  to  a  case  irhich  iras  not  cited  in  the  ar- 
gument, M'DermoU  v.  Wallace  (a),  in  which  Lord  Lang- 
dale  decided,  that  a  gift  of  the  income  of  certain  personal 
property  to  A,  and  JS.,  "to  be  equally  divided  during 
their  lives,  after  which"  to  (7.,  was  well  given  to  the 
survivor  of  A.  and  B.  BrudnelVa  case  was  not  cited 
there,  but  the  principle  laid  down  in  it  as  to  real  estate 
would  seem  to  have  a  close  application  to  that  case. 

This  case  appears  to  me  to  fall  within  the  same  rule.  The 
collateral  event  on  which  the  limitation  over  was  to  take 
effect  has  not  occurred;  and  therefore  I  think  that  the 
personal  representative  of  the  legatee  is  entitled  to  the 
legacy. 

(a)  6  Beav.  142. 
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1854. 

DONALDSON  v.  DONALDSON.  August  im. 

X>  Y  a  Toluntary  deed  of  settlement,  dated  the  12th  of  Voluntary  Ab- 
April,  1852,  and  made  between  Thomas  Hudson  of  the  ^^J^J^T/nier- 
one  part,  and  William  Blamire.  John  Donaldson,  enidRovh  ett^Ouaein 

,       ,  X.  ^    ,  1  nr,  ^    ^  .         ,    Action-Notice. 

land  Bennett  of  the  other  part,  Thomas  Hudson  assigned         

to  the  said  William  Blamire,  John  Donaldson,  and  Rowland  BignmenuJ  ^ 

Bennett,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  ^•^^^'^^^^tg^t 

such  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  schedule  thereto  as  in  a  sum  of 

he  the  said  Thomas  Hudson  could  or  might  grant  or  assign  in  the  names  of 

by  that  indenture,  and  all  the  real  estates,  hereditaments,  ^Jj^or  hm^is 

and  premises  comprised  in  or  subject  to  the  several  mort-  *  complete 

*  ^  '^      ^  ^  ''       ^  transfer  of  such 

gage  securities  mentioned  in  the  said  schedule,  together  interest  as  be- 

•  ,iTi  i»  ^  3         •  1.1  tween  the  do- 

with  all  sums  of  money  due  and  owing,  or  recoverable  or  nee  and  the  re- 
receivable,  or  otherwise  secured  upon  or  by  virtue  of  the  |^om>r^al-**^ 
same  securities  and  premises  respectively,  and  all  interest,  though  no  no- 
dividends,  and  annual  proceeds  then  due,  and  thenceforth  was  given  to  the 
to  become  due  and  payable  upon  or  in  respect  of  the  said  ^i^ilfeS^e; 
premises,  or  any  of  them,  and  all  benefit  and  advantage  ^»»«  «<>  ^- 
thereof  respectively,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  inter-  part  of  the  do- 
est,  property,  claim,  and  demand,  at  law  and  in  equity,  of  Jhe torompiete 
him  the  said  Thomas  Hudson  in  and  to  the  said  granted  *^®  ^^ 
and  assigned  premises  and  every  part  thereof,  together  the  donee  could 
with  all  powers,  remedies,  and  means  of  recovering,  receiv-  J^  ^^^J^iSiSr' 
ing,  and  giving  effectual  receipts  and  discharges  for  the  ^^  ■*<*?^  ^ 

•      imi  1111  •  1    ^™»  without 

said  moneys  respectively;  To  have  and  to  hold,  receive,  and  making  the  do- 
take  the  said  several  particulars  and  premises  thereby  wntativw^^ 
granted  and  assigned,  or  expressed  and  intended  so  to  be,  ^^  ^  ^®  "'"^ 
unto  the  said  WiUiam  Blamire,  John  Donaldson,  and  Rouh  the^towteM,*^ 
land  Bennett,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  fo^  notice  of 

'  'the  deed,  trans- 

assigns  absolutely,  nevertheless,  upon  the  trusts  therein-  ferred  the  stock 
after  declared  concerning  the  same;  and  the  said  Thomas  80l^Ule^onee 
Hudson  did  thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  JJ^^J^JJI^ 
administrators,  covenant  with  the  said  trustees,  their  ex-  ^^' 
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J^54^  ecutors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  he  the  said  Tho- 
mas  HudsoUj  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
should  and  would  forthwith  transfer  unto  or  otherwise 
well  and  effectually  vest  in,  or  cause  to  he  transferred  unto 
or  otherwise  well  and  effectually  vested  in,  the  said  trus- 
tees, their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  such 
and  so  many  and  such  part  or  parts  of  the  several  bonds, 
debentures,  shares,  stocks,  funds,  and  securities,  leasehold 
premises,  mortgages,  debts,  moneys,  and  other  particulars 
mentioned  and  comprised  in  the  said  schedule  thereto,  as 
had  not  been  already  vested  in  the  said  trustees,  and  were 
not  comprised  in  or  were  not  well  and  effectually  passed 
by  the  assignment  thereinbefore  contained,  together  with 
all  benefit  and  advantage  thereof  respectively,  to  be  held 
by  them  the  said  trustees  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  de- 
clared concerning  the  same;  and  it  was  by  the  now  stating 
indenture  further  witnessed,  that,  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
claring the  trusts,  as  well  of  such  parts  of  the  said  several 
particulars  mentioned  or  comprised  in  the  said  schedule 
thereto,  as  had  been  already  vested  in  or  were  therein- 
before effectually  assigned  unto  the  said  trustees  as  afore- 
said, as  also  of  such  parts  of  the  same  particulars  as  were 
so  thereinbefore  covenanted  to  be  vested  in  them  as  afore- 
said :  It  was  thereby  expressly  agreed  and  declared  be- 
tween and  by  the  said  parties  thereto,  that  the  trustees 
and  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  those  presents  should 
stand  possessed  of  and  interested  in  all  and  singular  the 
said  trust  premises  respectively,  and  the  interest  and  an- 
nual produce  thereof,  upon  and  for  the  trusts,  intents,  and 
purposes,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  pro- 
visions, and  declarations  thereinafter  declared  concerning 
the  same,  being  trusts  according  to  the  appointment  by 
deed  of  the  said  Thomas  Hudson,  and,  subject  thereto, 
for  his  benefit  for  his  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  raise 
certain  annuities  for  the  benefit  of  Mary  DodgsoUy  Mar- 
garet Morgan,  Thonms  Donaidson,  and  Amie  Donaldson 
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in  manner  therein  mentioned;  and  to  hold  certain  lease- 
hold premises  for  the  benefit  of  Anne  Donaldson  for  her 
life,  or  until  she  should  many;  and  to  pay  an  annuity 
to  the  plaintifi^  until  he  should  attain  the  age  of  thirty 
years;  and  to  accumulate  the  residue  of  the  income  of  the 
trust  funds  in  the  meantime;  and  subject  thereto,  to  stand 
possessed  of  all  the  said  trust  funds  and  premises,  and  the 
income  thereof,  upon  trust  for  the  said  plaintiiS*  for  his 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  son  who  should  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-one  yjears,  with  successive  trusts  or  limi- 
tations to  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  Thomas  Donaldson^ 
Anne  Donaldson,  and  their  respective  children,  in  manner 
therein  mentioned,  with  an  alternate  trust  or  limitation 
over  for  such  person  or  persons  as  would,  at  the  decease  of 
the  said  Thomas  Hudson^  be  entitled  to  hb  personal  estate 
and  efiects  under  the  statutes  for  the  distribution  of  in- 
testates' effects  in  case  he  had  died  intestate,  and  to  go  in 
such  parts,  shares,  and  proportions,  and  in  such  manner 
in  all  respects  as  the  same  would  have  gone  when  dis- 
tributable under  the  statutes.  And  the  said  Thomas  Hud- 
son did,  by  the  now  stating  indenture,  declare,  that,  in  the 
meantime,  and  until  all  and  singular  the  same  particulars 
and  trust  premises  mentioned  and  comprised  in  the  said 
schedule  thereto  should  be  duly  transferred  unto,  or  should 
be  otherwise  well  and  efi^ectually  vested  in  the  said  trus- 
tees upon  the  trusts  of  those  presents,  he  the  said  Thom4is 
Hudson,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
should  and  would  thenceforth  stand  possessed  of  and  in- 
terested in  the  said  particulars  and  trust  moneys  respec- 
•  tively,  and  all  moneys  recoverable  thereunder,  or  so  much 
thereof  respectively  as  should  not  for  the  time  being  be 
well  and  efi^ectually  vested  in  the  said  trustees  as  aforesaid, 
and  of  and  in  the  income  thereof  respectively,  upon  and 
for  such  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  and  with,  under, 
and  subject  to  such  powers,  provisoes,  declarations,  and 
agreements  as  were  therein  expressed,  declared,  and  con- 
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tained  of  and  concerning  the  said  trust  funds  and  pre- 
mises respectively,  and  the  income  thereof^  or  as  near 
thereto,  as  circumstances  would  allow;  and  it  was  thereby 
further  agreed  and  declared  between  and  by  the  said  par- 
ties thereto,  that  the  said  trustees  and  trustee  for  the  time 
being  of  those  presents  should  and  would  stand  possessed 
of  and  interested  in  all  and  singular  such  ftirther  moneys, 
stocks,  funds,  and  securities  (if  any)  as  might  at  any  time 
or  times  thereafter  be  vested  in  them  or  him  by  the  said 
Thomas  Hudson  for  that  purpose,  and  of  and  in  the  in- 
come thereof,  upon  and  for  such  trusts,  intents,  and  pur- 
poses, and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  such  powers,  pro- 
visoes, and  declarations  as  were  therein  declared  and  con- 
tained of  and  concerning  the  said  trust  funds  and  premises 
thereby  settled  as  aforesaid,  or  intended  so  to  be,  ^or 
such  of  the  same  as  should  be  for  the  time  being  subsist- 
ing, undetermined,  and  capable  of  taking  effect,  but  so  as 
not  to  increase  or  multiply  charges. 

The  schedule  to  this  deed  comprised  numerous  securi- 
ties for  very  large  sums  of  money,  most  of  which  were  in- 
vestments in  the  funds  and  otherwise  in  the  settlor's  own 
name,  and  certain  mortgages  made  to  him.  Among  the 
rest  was  the  sum  of  stock  which  raised  the  chief  question 
in  this  case,  and  which  was  mentioned  in  the  schedule  as 
follows:-— "29,400t  3Z.  bs.  percent.  Bank  Annuities,  in  the 
names  of  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  dated  the  26th 
day  of  July,  1819,  executed  on  the  marriage  of  the  said 
Thomas  Hudson^  and  which  trustees  it  is  hereby  declared 
shall  hold  the  said  Bank  Annuities  in  trust  for  the  trustees 
and  purposes  of  the  above-written  indenture.'' 

By  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  13th  of  April,  1852, 
the  said  T  Hudson,  after  reciting  the  settlement  and  re- 
voking some  pecuniary  legacies  made  by  his  will,  in  all 
other  respects  confirmed  his  will,  whereby  he  had  given 
all  his  residuary  personal  estate  to  the  same  persons  who 
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were  trustees  of  the  voluntary  deed,  upon  certain  trusts, 
and  appointed  them  executors.  T.  Hudson  died  on  the 
14th  of  February,  1863,  having  previously  delivered  to  his 
said  trustees  the  certificates  of,  or  other  securities  for,  the 
several  sums  of  Bank  Annuities  and  East  India  stock, 
railway  stock,  shares,  debentures,  calls,  and  other  particu- 
lars mentioned  in  the  said  schedule  to  the  deed,  and  also 
the  said  mortgage  securities;  but  no  transfer  of  the  stock 
was  made  to  the  trustees  of  the  voluntary  settlement,  nor 
was  any  notice  of  that  settlement  given  to  the  trustees  of 
the  indenture  of  the  26th  of  July,  1819,  previously  to  the 
decease  of  the  said  Thomas  Hudson, 
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The  question  was,  whether  these  particulars  were  in- 
cluded in  the  voluntary  settlement,  or  were  liable  to  pro- 
bate duty. 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Bateman,  for  the  first  tenant 
for  life  under  the  deed. — ^The  only  substantial  question  is 
with  respect  to  the  29,400Z.  Consols,  which  was  not  stand- 
ing in  the  settlor's  own  name,  and  to  the  trustees  of  which 
no  notice  was  given  of  this  settlement.  But  this  sum  must 
also  be  bound  by  this  deed,  for  the  settlor  assigned  all  his 
equitable  interest  in  it,  and  could  not  himself  do  any 
further  act  to  complete  the  transfer:  Ex  parte  Pye(a), 
WheaMey  v.  Purr(b),  M^Fadden  v.  Jenkins  (c\  Fletcher  v. 
Fletcher  (d),  BenUey  v.  Mackay(e).  In  Kekewich  v.  Man- 
ning {f\  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  puts  the  case  of  stock 
being  vested  in  il.  as  a  trustee  for  B.  for  life,  and  subject 
thereto  for  C7.  absolutely;  and  observes,  that  it  must  surely 
be  competent  for  (7.  in  B.'s  lifetime  to  make  an  efiectual 
gift  of  his  interest,  with  or  without  the  consent  of  J..;  but 


Artfumentm 


(a)  18  Ves.  140. 
(hy\  Keen,  561. 
(c)  1  Ph.  153. 


(cO  4  Hare,  67. 

(«)  16  Beav.  12. 

(/)  1  De  G.,  Mac.  &  G.  176. 
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his  Lordship  continued — "  It  may  possibly  be  thought  ne- 
cessary to  the  complete  validity  of  such  a  transaction, 
that  notice  should  be  given  to  A.  Upon  that  we  do  not 
express  an  opinion/' 

Mr.  Oreene  and  Mr.  BcUhurst,  for  other  parties  claiming 
under  the  deed,  cited  Voyle  v.  Hughea^a)^  in  which  a  si- 
milar assignment,  of  which  the  trustees  had  notice,  was 
held  good;  but  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  in  the  judgment 
seemed  to  intimate,  that,  even  without  such  notice,  the 
assignment  would  be  good. 

Mr.  Hanson  for  the  Crown. — No  valid  trust  of  the 
29,400Z.  stock  was  created  by  this  deed:  Sloans  v.  Cado- 
ganQ>\  is  commented  on  in  BeaUon  v.  Beatson(c),  where 
a  similar  voluntary  assignment  was  held  to  be  revocable 
The  trustees  of  the  stock  should  not  only  have  notice  of 
such  an  assignment,  but  they  should  acknowledge  the  as- 
signs to  be  cestuis  que  trust  of  the  fund:  Dillon  v.  Cop- 
p%n{dy 

The  Vice  Chancellor  reserved  his  judgment 


Judgment      ViCE-ChaNOELLOR  SiR  "W.  PaQE  WoOD  : — 

In  this  case  a  question  has  been  raised  how  far  a  deed 
of  assignment,  executed  by  Thomas  Hudson,  and  dated 
the  29th  day  of  June,  1850,  by  which  he  voluntarily  as- 
signed a  large  amount  of  property,  consisting  of  various 
securities,  to  trustees  upon  certain  trusts  for  the  benefit 
of  his  donees,  has  been  available  to  pass  certain  portions  of 
the  property  included  in  the  deed.  The  question  has  arisen 
between  some  of  the  parties  claiming  under  the  deed  and 


(a)  2  S.  &  G.  18. 

(b)  Sugd.  Vend  &  Pur.  p.  1 1 19, 
11th  edit. 


(c)  12  Sim.  281. 

(d)  4  My.  &  Cr.  647. 
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the  Crown,  because  the  property  which  did  not  pass  by 
the  deed  would  be  liable  to  probate  and  legacy  duty,  as 
passing  by  the  settlor's  will. 

"With  respect  to  the  great  bulk  of  the  property  com- 
prised in  the  deed,  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  has  conceded, 
that,  as  it  stood  in  the  funds  and  other  securities  in  the 
name  of  the  settlor,  and  as  he  has  executed  a  declaration 
of  trust  contained  in  this  deed,  the  relation  of  trustee 
and  cestui  que  trust  has  been  created,  so  that  this  Court 
will  give  effect  to  it  The  real  question  arises  with  re- 
spect to  the  sum  of  29,400il  stock,  which  was  standing  in 
the  names  of  the  trustees  of  the  settlor's  marriage  settle- 
ment in  trust  for  himself.  I  do  not  think  that  the  de- 
claration of  trust  annexed  to  the  description  of  this  stock 
in  the  schedule  is  material.  What  I  have  to  consider  isy 
how  far  an  assignment  of  this  kind,  of  which  no  notice 
was  given  to  the  trustees  in  whose  names  this  stock  was 
standing,  was  effectual  to  pass  the  property  therein  to  the 
trustees  of  the  voluntary  deed,  so  that  this  Court  would 
hold,  as  between  the  donees  under  that  deed  and  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  assignor,  that  the  title  was  complete.  For 
the  purposes  of  this  question,  it  was  necessary  to  consider 
the  case  oiKekewich  v.  Manning  (a),  in  which  the  other  de- 
cisions are  reviewed  and  commented  on  by  Lord  Justice 
Knight  Bruce,  and  which  seemed  to  me,  if  I  may  use  the 
expression,  to  stem  the  current  of  authority  which  had 
begun  to  set  in  adversely  to  these  trusts,  more  especially 
since  the  decision  in  Edwards  v.  Jones  (6).  Ever  since 
that  case  there  has  been  considerably  more  difficulty  as 
to  how  far  a  voluntary  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action 
does  or  does  not  confer  a  title  on  the  donee.  Looking 
through  the  cases,  the  principle  which  I  gather  from  them  is 
the  same  as  that  on  which  the  Lords  Justices  seem  to  have 
proceeded  in  Kekewichy,  Manning  (a),  and  though  that  case 
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(a)  I  De  a,  Mac.  &  G.  176. 


(b)  1  My.  &  Cr.  226. 
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does  not  go  so  far  ajs  the  present^  I  still  think  that  this  i 
concluded  by  it  In  all  the  cases,  except  Beatson  v.  Beat 
son  (a),  and  particularly  in  Ex  parte  Pye  (6),  it  is  laid  down 
that,  when  there  is  a  complete  declaration  of  trust  by  j 
party  concerning  stock  or  choses  in  action  vested  in  him 
self,  this  Court  will  enforce  it.  On  the  other  hand,  wher^ 
there  is  a  contract  only,  or  an  imperfect  gift,  which  re 
quires  some  other  act  to  complete  it  on  the  part  of  th< 
assignor  or  donor,  the  Court  will  not  interfere  to  requir< 
anything  else  to  be  done  by  him.  The  intermediate  casei 
alone  are  diflScult  of  solution.  The  question  is  in  evei^ 
case,  has  there  been  a  declaration  of  trust,  or  has  the  as- 
signor performed  such  acts  that  the  donee  can  take  ad- 
vantage of  them  without  requiring  any  further  act  to  be 
done  by  the  assif^or;  and,  if  the  title  is  so  far  complete 
that  this  Court  is  not  called  upon  to  act  against  the  as- 
signer,  it  will  assist  the  donee  in  obtaining  the  propert] 
from  any  person  who  would  be  treated  as  a  trustee  foi 
him.  In  Beatson  v.  Beatson  (a)  alone  there  was  an  as 
signment  of  an  equitable  interest  in  stock,  which  wai 
vested  not  in  the  donor  but  in  a  third  party,  and  it  wai 
held  that  the  Court  would  not  assist  the  volunteer.  Ir 
Dillon  V.  Coppin  (c),  stock  standing  in  the  donor's  owe 
name  was  assigned,  and  there  this  distinction  was  taken, 
which  was  somewhat  nice,  but  still  consistent  with  Ellison 
V.  EUison  (d)  and  the  other  cases,  namely,  that,  the  stock 
being  in  the  name  of  the  donor  himself,  and  there  being 
no  declaration  of  trust  but  a  mere  assignment,  which 
would  not  pass  the  stock  at  all,  and  the  deed  shewing  an 
evident  intention  on  the  part  of  the  assignor  to  do  some 
further  act,  and  containing  a  covenant  to  perfect  the  gift^ 
the  Court  said,  we  cannot  call  upon  the  donor  to  transfei 
the  stock  or  complete  the  gift.     But  in  the  case  of  an  as- 


(a)  12  Sim.  291. 

(b)  18  Vea.  140. 


(c)  4  My.  &  Cr.  647. 

(d)  6  Ves.  666. 
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signment  of  the  equitable  interest  in  stock  standing  in 
the  names  of  trustees,  the  deed  of  assignment  passes  the 
whole  equitable  interest  of  the  donor,  and  the  donee  may 
go  with  that  deed  to  the  trustees,  and  say,  transfer  to  me 
the  interest  in  this  sum  of  stock ;  and  I  think  that  in 
such  a  case  it  would  not  even  be  necessary  to  make  the 
donor  a  party  to  a  suit  to  enforce  the  gift. 

Then  the  question  is,  whether,  notice  not  having  been 
given  to  the  trustees,  the  gift  could  be  enforced.  As  to 
that  it  has  been  said  in  some  cases,  that  the  gift  is  com- 
plete when  no  further  act  is  required  to  be  done  by  the 
donor  or  the  donee  (a):  and  that  seems  to  imply  a  doubt, 
whether,  if  there  were  any  act  to  be  done  by  the  donee,  the 
gift  could  be  treated  as  complete.  But  the  assignment  has 
completely  passed  the  interest  of  the  donor.  It  is  true, 
that,  if  no  notice  of  it  were  given  to  the  trustees,  they 
would  be  justified  in  transferring  the  stock  to  the  original 
cestui  que  trust  for  whom  they  held  it ;  and,  if  they  did 
so,  there  would  be  no  remedy  against  them ;  and  it  is  pos- 
sible that  the  donee  might  not  be  able  to  recover  the 
stock;  but  all  that  the  donee  has  to  do  is,  at  any  time  he 
thinks  fit,  to  give  notice  to  the  trustees  before  the  stock  is 
transferred;  and  when  he  has  given  such  notice  his  title 
is  complete:  and,  unless  the  donor  or  his  executors  actu- 
ally obtain  possession  of  the  fund,  the  donee  does  not  re- 
quire the  aid  of  this  Court  against  them.  The  fact,  that 
the  trustees  are  themselves  the  executors  of  the  donor  in 
this  case,  I  think  does  not  make  any  difierence.  As  the 
donor  has  not  obtained  possession  of  the  fund,  the  donees 
have  a  right  to  go  to  the  trustees  and  require  them  to 
transfer  the  stock,  or  come  to  the  Court  to  have  that  done. 
The  donees  require  no  assistance  from  the  Court  against 
the  original  assignor,  and  therefore  the  assignment  is  such 
as  the  Court  will  support.     That  is  the  principle  upon 
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which  cases  like  Sloane  v.  Cadogan  (a)  proceed,  and  which 
Lord  CoUenham  seems  to  recognise  in  Edwards  v.  Jones  (6), 
where  he  says,  "In  Sloane  v.  Cadogan  (a)  the  claim 
was  not  against  the  donor  or  his  representatives  for 
the  purpose  of  making  that  complete  which  had  been  left 
imperfect,  but  against  the  persons  who  had  the  legal  cus* 
tody  of  the  fund;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the 
transaction  constituted  them  trustees  for  the  fund  for  the 
cestui  que  trusts.  Sir  TT.  Orant  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  did;  and  the  consequence  was,  that  they  were 
bound  to  account  That  case  has  been  considered  by  Sir 
Edward  Sngden  as  going  a  great  way;  but,  upon  the  prin- 
ciple stated  by  Sir  W.  Orant,  it  is  free  from  all  possible 
question,  for  there  was  no  attempt  in  that  case  to  call  in 
aid  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court."'  In  this  case  there  is  no 
need  whatever  for  the  donees  to  call  in  aid  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  Court  against  the  original  assignor  or  his  re- 
presentatives. All  that  they  have  to  do  is,  to  require  the 
trustees  who  hold  the  fund  to  transfer  it  to  them. 


This  decision  goes  somewhat  beyond  all  the  authorities, 
except  Cadogan  v.  Shane  (a) ;  but  I  cannot  hold  that  the 
owner  of  an  equitable  interest  in  a  chose  in  action  is  not 
entitled  to  assign  it;  and  I  think,  that,  upon  the  principle 
recognised  in  Ellison  v.  Ellison  (c),  and  like  cases,  I  must 
decide  that  the  equitable  interest  in  this  stock  was  effec- 
tually assigned  by  this  deed. 


(a)  Sugd.Vend.&Par.p.lll9, 
nth  edit. 


(b)  1  My.  &  Cr.  238. 

(c)  6  Ve3.  656. 
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STONE  V.  VAN  HEYTHUYSEN.  jyiy  ^th. 

JLN  this  case  a  question  arose,  whether  Richard  Edward  BaeUai  m  Deed 
Van  HeyUiuysen  had  made  himself  a  specialty  debtor  ^aH^-^J^^, 
by  executing  the  following  deed  in  respect  of  9249Z.,  part  ^  iJ^^in- 
of  the   10,249?.  therein  mentioned: — "This  indenture,  debtedtoA, 

made  and  ex6- 

made  the  29th  day  of  November,  1851,  between  Richard  cuted  an  inden- 
Edward  VanHeythuy8en,o{John^reet,  Bedford-row,  in  the  S^f  ILdc., 
conntj  of  Middlesex,  Gentleman,  of  the  one  part,  eaidOeorge  ^^^^^^f'  Y* 
Shepherd,  of  Beverley,  in  the  county  of  York,  Gentleman,  of  thereby,  after 
the  other  part:  Whereas  the  said  Richard  Edward  Van  stateddiathe 
Heyihuysen  states  that  he  holds  a  sum  of  10,249 1,  or  there-  5"ii"a^^Sa^ 
abouts,  on  behalf  of  Edward  Oresley  Stone,  of  Chambers  ipecified  lum. 
Court,  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  Esq.,  and  Hent^  Edward  and  aaiigned  all 
Montagu  Stone,  eldest  son  of  the  said  Edward  0,  Stone,  or  ,^  piSJer^ 
one  of  them:  And  whereas  the  said  Richard  Edward  Van  *?  ^^  "P*i?    ^ 

truft  to  sell,  and 

Heyihuysen  claims  to  have  a  lien  or  right  of  set-off  against  out  of  the  pro- 
the  said  sum;  or  a  portion  thereof,  for  certain  law  costs  debt, andto pay 
and  advances  of  money:  And  whereas  the  said  Edward  ^*'^'^^ 
0.  Stone  and  his  son  have  applied  to  the  said  Richard  ^^^  contained 

a  covenant  for 

Edward  Van  Heythuysen  for  the  immediate  repayment  of  farther  awnr- 
the  said  sum;  and  the  said  Richard  Edward  Van  Hey-  Sat  Ae  debt  to 
ihuysen,  not  being  prepared  at  once  to  pay  the  said  sum  or  ^^J^-^^  ^^' 
to  state  an  account,  hath  consented,  on  the  application  of  specialty, 
the  said  Edward  0.  Stone  and  his  said  son,  to  make  and  would  hare 
give  such  security  to  them  as  is  hereinafter  contained:  ^£^^^ 
And  whereas  the  said  Richard  Edward  Van  Heythuysen  J  P^  *?.^ 
hath  this  day  paid  to  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  Edward  0.  had  ezecnted  it 
Stone  and  his  said  son,  the  sum  of  lOOOt  on  account  and  ^J^"*^*" 
in  part  discharge  of  the  said  first-mentioned  sum:  Now 
this  indenture  witnesseth,  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
agreement,  and  for  the  considerations  aforesaid,  he  the 
said  Richard  Edward  Van  Heythuysen  doth  hereby  grant, 
convey,  and  assign  unto  the  said  Oeorge  Shepherd,  his 
VOL.  I.  ©  ©  D  B.  K.  w. 
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1854.  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  and  sin 
gular  the  real  and  personal  estate,  rights,  and  credits  what 
soever  and  wheresoever  of  him  the  said  Richard  Edwan 
Van  Eeythuyseriy  To  have  and  to  hold  the  said  real  an< 
suuemeru.  Personal  estate,  rights,  and  credits  unto  the  said  Oeorg 
Shepherd,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns 
Upon  trust  to  call  in,  sell,  and  convert  into  money,  at  hi 
or  their  discretion,  and  at  such  time  or  times,  and  in  sud 
manner,  and  in  such  parts  or  shares  as  he  or  they  shaJ 
think  fit,  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  real  and  persona 
estate,  rights,  and  credits,  and  to  convey  and  assure  th 
same  to  the  purchasers  thereof,  and  to  give  full  and  effec 
tual  receipts  and  discharges  for  the  moneys  to  aris 
therefrom,  which  shall  exonerate  such  purchaser  or  pur 
chasers  and  all  others  paying  any  such  moneys  froo 
seeing  to  the  application  thereof  And  upon  fiirthe 
trust,  out  of  such  moneys  to  pay  and  retain  all  costs  am 
expenses  which  shall  be  incurred  or  arise  in  the  exerds 
or  otherwise  in  relation  to  these  presents,  and  after  paj 
ment  thereof,  to  retain  and  pay  to  and  on  behalf  of  th 
said  E,  0,  Stone  and  his  said  son,  or  such  of  them  as  ma; 
be  legally  or  equitably  entitled  to  the  same,  the  said  first 
mentioned  sum,  or  such  other  sum  or  sums  not  exceedin 
altogether  12,0002,  as  are  due  or  payable  firom  or  by  th 
said  Richard  Edward  Van  Heythuyeen  in  respect  of  th 
matters  aforesaid.  And  upon  further  trusty  as  to  the  sui 
plus  of  such  real  and  personal  estate,  rights,  and  credit 
(if  any),  for  him  the  said  Ridiard  Edward  Van  Heythui 
sen,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  at 
cording  to  the  natures,  tenures,  or  qualities  thereo 
And  the  said  Richard  Edward  Van  Heythuysen  hereb 
covenants  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrator 
and  assigns,  with  the  said  Oearge  Shepherd,  his  heir 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  at  any  time  < 
times  hereafter  to  make  or  execute  any  further  assuranc 
or  assurances,  which  the  said  Oeorge  Shepherd,  his  heir 
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executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  may  reasonably  re-        1354. 
quire.     In  witness,"  &a 


Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Beales,  for  Van  Heyikuysen, — 
This  deed  did  not  make  the  debt  a  specialty,  for  the  ^^ff^fi^ent. 
Stones  were  not  parties  to  it :  Oarrard  v.  Lord  Lauder- 
dale (a)]  and  a  mere  recital  in  a  deed  does  not  so  change 
the  nature  of  a  simple  contract  debt:  Lacam  v.  Me7^ins{b); 
and  the  words  used  are  not  such  as  "  raise  a  declaration 
or  agreement  amounting  to  a  covenant:"  Adey  v.  Ar- 
nold (c). 

Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  A,  J.  Letuis,  for  the  Stones. 
— This  deed  created  a  specialty  in  respect  of  the  92492. 
upon  which  an  action  of  debt  might  be  brought;  no  par- 
ticular form  of  words  is  necessary.  An  I.  0.  U.  contains 
no  promise  to  pay. 

It  is  stated  in  3  Com.  Dig.  "  Debt,"  382,  A.  4—"  So  debt 
lies  on  an  obligation  or  other  deed  or  specialty,  as  if  a 
man  by  obligation  or  other  deed  acknowledges  that  he  has 
received  money  from  A.  ad  computandum,  A.  may  have 
debt  upon  it:  1  Roll.  Ab.  597,  1.  30 ;  or,  that  he  has  so 
much  of  the  money  of  A.  in  his  hands:"  Brice  v.  Carre(d), 
HoUis  V.  Carr{e)y  Graves  v.  White  {/),  Barefoot  v.  Fres- 
weU{g)y  Mountstephen  v.  Brooke (h).  In  Cheslyn  v.  Dol- 
by (i),  a  promise  to  pay  was  implied  from  recitals,  so  as  to 
take  the  debt  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  In  the 
Duke  of  St,  Albans  v.  Ellis (k),  a  covenant  in  a  lease  to 
cultivate  the  demised  premises,  except  the  rabbit  warren, 
was  held  to  imply  a  covenant  not  to  cultivate  the  rabbit 

(a)  2  Ru88.  &  My.  451.  (/)  Freom.  67. 

lb)  1  Ves.  sen.  312.  (g)  3  Keb.  465,  pi.  47. 

(c)  2  De  G.,  Mac.  &  G.  432.  (A)  3  B.  &  Aid.  141. 

{d)  1  Lev.  47.  (0  4  Y.  &  C,  Exch.,  238. 

(e)  Freem.  3.  (k)  16  East,  352. 
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county  of  Worcester,  Esq.,  and  Henry  Edward  Montague 
Stone,  eldest  son  of  the  said  E.  G.  Stone,  or  one  of  them/' 
Then  the  recital  proceeds  '^  And  whereas  the  said  R.  E. 
Van  Heyihuysen  claims  to  have  a  lien  or  right  of  set  off 
against  the  said  sum,  or  a  portion  thereof,  for  certain  law 
costs  and  advances  of  money;  and  whereas  the  said  E.  0. 
Stone  and  his  son  have  applied  to  the  said  R.  E.  Van 
Heyihuysen  for  the  immediate  repayment  of  the  said  sum; 
and  the  said  R,  E.  Van  Heyihuysen,  not  being  prepared  at 
once  to  pay  the  said  sum,  or  to  state  an  account,  hath 
consented,  on  the  application  of  the  said  E,  0.  Stone  and 
his  said  son,  to  make  and  give  such  security  to  them  as  is 
hereinafter  contained;  and  whereas  the  said  R,  E,  Van 
Heyihuysen  hath  this  day  paid  to  or  on  behalf  of  the  said 
E.  0,  Stone  and  his  said  son  the  sum  of  10002.  on  account 
and  in  part  discharge  of  the  said  first-mentioned  sum.'' 
And  then  it  is  witnessed,  that  JR.  E.  Va/n  Heyihuysen 
makes  an  assignment  of  aU  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  Shepherd  upon  trust  to  seU  and  convert,  and  out  of  the 
proceeds  to  pay  the  said  debt,  and  then  there  is  a  cove- 
nant for  further  assurance.  The  question  is,  whether  I. 
can  collect  from  the  recitals  a  sufficient  expression  of  in- 
tention to  convert  this  simple  contract  debt  into  a  spe- 
cialty. The  ground  on  which  the  case  in  Cases  temp.  Tal- 
bot, and  the  other  cases  which  have  been  cited,  proceeded 
was,  that  it  was  impossible  to  import  any  other  intention 
into  the  instrument,  which  in  those  cases  was  simply  an 
acknowledgment  that  the  party  owed  so  much  money,  than 
this,  namely,  that  he  intended  to  make  it  a  specialty  debt; 
and  there  could  be  no  other  reason  for  his  going  through 
the  formality  of  sealing  it  In  several  cases  it  has  been 
held,  that  recitals  in  deeds  may  have  a  similar  effect, 
where  the  recital  is,  that  one  party  owes  a  certain  sum  of 
money  to  another  party  to  the  deed.  I  do  not  know 
whether  any  case  has  gone  quite  so  far;  but  if  there  is  a 
recital  of  any  previous  agreement,   as  in  the  case  in 
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1864  Bingham  and  the  case  in  Levinz,  the  Court  collects  an 
intention^  as  L.  C.  J.  Tindai  expresses  it,  to  convert  a 
simple  contract  into  a  specialty  debt  That  learned  Judge, 
in  Oouriney  v.  Taylor  (a),  which  was  as  strong  a  case  as 
Judgment  could  be^  for  there  was  a  distinct  admission  of  a  debt  due 
and  owing  by  one  party  to  the  deed  to  another,  said  this, 
"  It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  express  words 
of  covenant  or  agreement.  It  is  enough  if  the  intention 
of  the  parties  to  create  a  covenant  be  apparent.''  Then  he 
said:  "  In  the  present  case  the  question  is,  whether  or  not 
the  Defendant  did  by  the  indenture  of  the  SOth  of  August, 
1838,  covenant  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  sum  of  577i.l05.;" 
and  in  the  same  case,  Mauls,  J.,  said :  "  Where  in  a  deed  a 
party  unequivocally  admits  himself  to  be  liable  to  pay 
money,  a  covenant  that  he  will  pay  it  may  be  implied. 
But  where  the  deed  sets  out  the  instrument  under  which 
the  liability  arose,  and  does  not  expressly  affirm  that  lia- 
bility, I  think  the  necessity  for  implying  a  covenant  to 
pay  does  not  arise.  It  would  not  be  giving  this  recital  its 
true  and  legitimate  effect  to  construe  it  as  a  covenant  for 
.the  payment  of  the  money.  If  the  recital  had  been,  that 
the  money  was  due  on  a  parol  security,  no  such  covenant 
would  have  been  implied  as  would  have  the  eff*ect  of 
merging  the  parol  security.  Where  there  is  a  liability,  the 
origin  of  which  is  shewn,  there  is  no  necessity  for  imply- 
ing a  covenant." 

The  thing,  therefore,  to  be  inquired  into  is,  looking  to 
the  whole  construction  of  the  deed,  what  was  its  object 
and  purport,  and  that  of  the  recitals.  Here  there  is  no 
acknowledgment  to  the  creditor  himself  that  the  debt  is 
due.  The  acknowledgment  is  made  to  a  person  who  does 
not  seem  to  be  a  party  as  agent  of  the  creditor,  but  simply 
as  his  trustee,  to  take  the  property  conveyed  by  the  deed 

(a)  6  Man.  &  Or.  851. 
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to  him.  There  is,  therefore,  nothing  equivalent  to  a  cove-  1854. 
nant  with  the  Stones  as  parties  to  the  deed.  It  is  nothing 
more  than  a  recital  in  a  deed  between  Vcm  Heythuysen 
and  a  third  party,  to  whom  he  was  about  to  make  a  mort- 
gage, that  Van  Heythuysen  owed  a  certain  debt  to  the  jH^^, 
Stones;  and  if  this  constituted  a  specialty  debt,  then  in  all 
such  deeds  as  that  in  Oarrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  (a),  or 
where  there  is  a  consideration,  and  the  deed  recites  that 
one  of  the  parties  thereto  owes  to  the  persons  mentioned 
in  the  schedule  certain  specified  sums  of  money,  it  must 
be  held  that  there  is  an  intention  to  convert  them  into 
specialty  debts.  I  think  that  the  whole  scope  of  this  in- 
strument was  not  to  make  any  change  in  the  nature  of 
the  debt,  but  to  give  a  security  for  it  upon  the  property 
conveyed  to  Shepherd;  and  finding  a  sufficient  object  for 
the  recital,  namely,  to  shew  how  much  money  was  so  to  be 
secured,  and  the  trust  upon  which  Shepherd  was  to  hold 
the  property  conveyed,  I  think  that  I  cannot  refer  the 
recitals  to  any  other  intention. 

It  is  an  important  circumstance,  that,  though  this  deed 
was  an  indenture,  the  Stones  were  not  parties  to  it 

:(a)  2a&My.451. 
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©ases  on  ©Jancerg  IPtacetrure, 


DRCIDED   BY 


SIR  WILLIAM  PAGE  WOOD,  Km., 

COMMBNCINO   IN 

MICHAELMAS  TEEM,  17  VICT. 


Downing  v,  Picken, 


1853. 


THIS  was  an  administration  suit.     An  order  had  been  made  at  Creditors, 

the  hearing  upon  farther  directions,  to  apportion  a  sum  of  money  Effuience, 

which  was  in  Court  among  the  creditors  of  the  testator.  In  support  of 

an  application 

Mr.  Lewm  moved,  on  behalf  of  all  parties,  that  there  might  be  ^howdiT^"* 

inserted  in  the  order  a  direction  that  the  dividends  of  those  ere-  dendi  are  less 

ditors  whose  dividends  were  less  than  10/.  might  be  paid  to  their  j^^^^  Oieii™*^ 

solicitor.  shares  of  a  fund 

in  Court  paid 

The  Yice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  said,  that  the  writ-  n^t^^^ere"^ 
ten  consent  of  the  creditors  must  be  obtained,  and  verified  by  must  be  pro- 
affidavit.     Subject  to  the  production  of  such  verified  consent,  he  ^^'^xxm  con- 
would  make  the  order.  wnt  of  the 


several  credi- 
tors, rerified  by 
affidavit 


Cole  v.  Burgess. 


Nov.  Mi. 

AN  eicecutor  having  obtained  the  common  decree  in  a  creditors'  CredUort*  De- 
suit,  ere&—lnjttne' 

'  turn— Costs, 

Mr.  Glasse,  Q.  C,  for  the  executor,  moved  for  an  injunction  to  After  the  com- 

restrain  an  action  at  law  by  one  HamMin  against  the  executor,  ac^-^*^  "*•♦ 

the  executor, 
not  denying  that  he  has  assets,  nor  disputing  the  debt,  cannot  obtain  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  ac- 
tion by  a  creditor  of  the  estate  against  him,  commenced  before  the  suit,  but  not  proceeded  with  since 
notice  of  the  decree,  except  upon  the  terms  of  paying  the  costs  at  law,  and  also  of  the  motion  ibr  the 
injunction. 

VOL.  L  [b]  E.  K.  W. 


u 


APPENDIX. 


which  had  been  commenced  before  the  institation  of  the  suit,  a 
in  which  no  proceedings  hail  been  taken  since  notice  of  the  deer 

Mr.  Shapter  for  Ilamldin  — It  must  be  on  payment  of  oo 
at  law  and  of  this  application,  as  the  executor  does  not  deny  tl 
he  lias  assets,  and  does  not  dispute  the  debt :  £aar  v.  Smith 
De  G.  &  S.  94;  S.  a,  16  Jiur.  709);  Bush  v.  Windey  (13  Jur.  27^ 
West  wSimnburm (U  Jur.  360);  Davey  v.  PUstoto  (14  Jur.  38^ 

The  Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  so  decided. 


Nov.  15M  <t- 
16^A. 

Execution  of 
Tnuiz  of  Real 
Estate— Co$ts 
—Stifo— 15  ^ 
16  Fm^.c.  86, 
«.55. 

In  a  suit  to  as- 
certain the  con- 
struction of  a 
will  of  real  es- 
tate, and  to 
carry  the  trusts 
thereof  into  ex- 
ecution, the 
Court  has  pow- 
er, if  necessary, 
to  direct  a  sale 
or  mortgage  of 
a  sufficient  part 
of  the  property, 
for  the  purpose 
of  raising  the 
taxed  costs  of 
the  suit,  al- 
though some  of 
the  PLiintiffs 
are  in&nts. 

Sect.  55  of 
thel5&16Vict, 
c  86,  gives 
power  to  direct 
a  sale  heforo 
the  hearing  in 
those  cases  only 
in  which  the 
Court  could, 
under  the  old 
practice,  have 
given  such  di- 
rection at  the 
hearing. 


Mandeno  V,  Mandeno. 

THE  testator  in  the  cause  devised  a  piece  of  land,  called  Hd 
Bush  Gardens,  to  his  executors  as  trustees  thereof  in  foe,  up< 
tnist,  after  the  decease  of  his  wife  and  eldest  son  John  Mandai^ 
(both  of  whom  had  since  died),  for  the  children  of  John  Mandeti 
as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders  in  tail,  wi 
remainder  to  the  testator's  right  heirs. 

The  will  contained  similar  devises  of  four  other  properties 
favour  of  four  other  children  of  the  testator. 

By  a  codicil,  dated  in  1827,  referring  to  these  devises  in  tl 
will,  the  testator  directed  his  trustees  to  stand  possessed  of  tl 
devised  hereditaments  in  case  of  the  decease  of  any  of  his  soi 
without  issue,  upon  trust  for  the  widow  of  such  son  for  lii 
"  and  also  in  case  any  or  either  of  my  said  children  shall  dejia 
this  life  without  issue,  or  leaving  a  widow  him  surviving,  i 
leaving  such  widow,  after  her  decease,"  the  testator  directed  h 
trustees  to  stand  possessed  of  the  hereditaments  in  trust  for  tl 
survivors  of  his  said  children  in  fee. 

The  children  of  Johii  3fandeno,  some  of  whom  were  infant 
filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  against  his  widow  and  the  testator 
other  children  who  survived  Joh^i  MandenOy  and  also  again 
the  trustees  and  executors  of  the  will,  praying  that  the  righi 
and  interests  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  all  other  persons  in  Iloli 
Bush  Gardens,  so  specifically  devised,  might  be  ascertained  an 
declared,  and  the  trusts  of  the  will  and  codicil  relative  therel 
carried  into  execution,  and  that  the  trustees  might  be  decree 
to  convey  the  same  premises  accordingly. 

Mr.  RoUy  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Uaddan,  for  the  riaintiifs. 
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Mr.  Baileyy  Q.C.,  Mr.  Sheffield^  and  Mr.  J),  L.  Oiffard,  for  some  1863. 

of  the  Defendants. 

]VIr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  the  widow  of  John  Ma/ndeno,  claimed  a 
life  interest  in  her  husband's  share  of  the  property  after  the  es- 
tates tail  of  the  children. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor  decided  that  the  estate  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs was  held  in  trust  for  them  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail 
general  in  possession,  with  cross  remainders  between  them,  with 
remainder  to  the  widow  of  John  Mandeno  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  other  surviving  children  of  the  testator  in  fee. 

Mr.  EoUj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Iladdom  asked  for  a  direction  that  the 
costs  might  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  property.  They 
cited  Adams  v.  Adama  (1  Hai*e,  536).  It  appeared  from  the  terms 
of  the  decree  (Reg.  Lib.  1841,  A.  fol.  1767)  that  a  similar  or- 
der was  made  in  that  case,  at  the  hearing  on  further  directions, 
against  infant  Plaintiffs.  The  prayer  here  was,  that  the  trusts 
of  the  will  might  be  executed,  which  was  necessary,  because 
the  legal  estate  was  in  the  trustees,  who  had  declined  to  convey. 
They  referred  also  to  the  power  given  by  the  55th  section  of  the 
15  <k  16  Vict.  c.  86,  to  the  Court  to  sell  real  estete  for  the 
purposes  of  any  suit  relating  to  it  at  cmy  time  after  the  institu-  * 
tion  thereqff  such  sale  to  be  as  valid  as  if  directed  to  Ik3  made 
by  decree  at  the  hearing.  [The  Vicb-Chancellor. — ^That  only 
means  that  a  sale  may  be  directed  at  once,  where  before  it 
could  only  be  done  at  the  hearing,  and  does  not  alter  the  legal 
rights  of  any  parties.] 

Mr.  Wal/ord  (amicus  curiae)  mentioned  a  case  ofFidd  Y.JBroum 
(not  reported),  where  a  settlement  being  directed  to  be  made, 
by  an  order  of  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce,  dated  in  the  month 
of  July,  1851,  the  Master's  report  was  confirmed,  which  express- 
ly directed  the  settlement  to  be  subject  to  any  mortgage  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  the  costs. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  said,  that  the  ex- 
penses of  canying  out  the  trusts  were  a  charge  upon  the  land,  and 
that  no  person  could  have  any  benefit  out  of  it  until  these  expenses 
were  paid.  His  Honour,  therefore,  thought  that  he  might  order 
the  costs  to  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  a  sufficient  part  of 
the  estate,  according  to  the  form  of  the  decree  in  Adams  v.  Adams, 
as  contained  in  the  Registrar's  Book,  which  should  be  examined. 
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1853. 
Mandeno 
Mandbno. 
Nov,  Wyth. 


Minute  cu  to 
Casts. 


It  would  be  determined  in  Chambers  whether 
gage  would  be  the  more  beneficial  course. 


a  sale  or  mc 


On  this  day,  Mr.  ITaddan  mentioned  the  matter  again  to  i 
Court,  and  said  that  he  had  examined  the  Registrar's  Book  as 
the  form  of  the  decree  in  Adams  v.  Adams.  The  suit  was 
the  administration  of  real  and  personal  estate,  and  the  peraoi 
estate  had  been  found  insufficient  for  payment  of  the  debts,  a 
had  been  exhausted.  The  real  estate  was  settled  upon  ixm 
under  which  infants  were  beneficially  interested,  and  the  deci 
directed  that  certain  sums  borrowed  by  the  executor  and  appli 
in  payment  of  the  testator's  debts,  should  be  raised  and  paid 
sale  or  mortgage  of  a  sufficient  part  of  the  testator's  real  esta 
and  that  the  costs  should  be  taxed:  "And  it  is  ordered,  tl 
the  said  costs,  when  taxed,  be  also  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage 
sufficient  part  of  the  said  testator's  real  estates;"  with  the  xm 
directions.  He  mentioned  also  Canneil  y.  Bethy  (1  I>ick.  1 L 
See  form  of  decree  in  that  case,  Beames  on  Costs,  App.  p.  2« 
No.  7. 

The  Viob-Chancellor  made  the  order  accordingly,  in  the  f 
lowing  form : — 

Direct  the  costs  of  all  parties  to  be  taxed  (those  of  the  tn 
tees  as  between  solicitor  and  client).  Declare  such  costs  to  Im 
chai^  on  the  real  estate  of  the  testator  in  the  cause,  and  dirt 
that  the  said  costs  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  a  sufficie 
portion  of  the  said  testator's  real  estate.      Usual  directions. 


Nov.  Wth. 


Hughes  v.  Williams. 


Redemptions^ 
Omission  to  at- 
tend to  receive 
Money -Subse- 
quent Interest 

In  a  luit  to  re- 


THIS  was  a  suit  for  the  redemption  of  a  mortgage.  Pursuant 
the  decree,  theMaster  had  computed  that  the  sum  of  778^.  15^.10 
was  due  to  the  Defendant  for  principal,  interest,  and  cosls,  ai 
had  appointed  a  time  and  place  for  payment  of  that  sum.  Tl 
Defendant,  by  mistake,  omitted  to  attend  on  the  day  fixed,  eith 

*^°''  ha^^r    ^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  attorney.     The  Plaintiff,  also,  did  not  attend  « 

bymi8take,omit-   pay  the  money. 

ed  to  attend  at 

the  time  and 

place  fixed  by  the  Master  for  payment  of  the  sum  computed  to  be  due  to  him  for  principal,  interei 

and  costs,  the  Court,  upon  motion,  with  notice,  appointed  a  new  time  and  pUce  for  the  payment 

the  money  ten  days  after  the  date  of  the  order. 

In  such  a  case,  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  subsequent  interest 
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The  Defendant  now  moved  that  an  account  might  be  taken  i863, 
of  what  was  due  to  him  for  principal  and  interest  upon  his 
mortgage;  and  that  a  time  and  place  might  be  appointed  for  the 
Plaintiff  to  pay  to  the  said  Defendant  what  should  be  certified 
to  be  due  to  him  for  such  principal  and  interest,  and  also  for  his 
costs  of  this  suit,  which  had  been  taxed  by  the  Taxing  Master, 
and  were  referred  to  and  included  in  the  said  Master's  report; 
and  in  default  thereof,  that  the  Plaintiff's  bill  might  be  dismissed 
with  costs  against  the  said  Defendant,  or  that  it  might  be  refer- 
red to  the  Master  to  whom  this  cause  stood  referred,  to  take 
such  account  and  make  such  appointment. 

The  Plaintiff  did  not  appear  to  resist  the  motion,  but  there 
was  the  usual  affidavit  of  service  of  the  notice  of  motion  upon 
him. 

Mr.  PUman  for  the  motion. 

The  Vice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  said,  that,  as  the 
Defendant  did  not  attend  at  the  time  fixed,  he  was  not  entitled 
to  subsequent  interest.  The  proper  course  would  be  simply  to 
carry  out  the  original  decree.  The  omission  to  attend  having 
been  by  mistake,  the  Defendant  ought  not  to  be  obliged  to  wait 
another  six  months,  but  a  new  appointment  might  be  made  at 
the  expiration  of  ten  days. 

The  following  was  the  form  of  the  order: — 

The  Court  doth  order  that  the  Plaintiff  Elizabeth  Hughes  do         Order. 

pay  to  the  Defendant  Bichard  Bowern   Williams  the  sum  of  

778^.  I5s.  lOd,  (being  the  amoimt  certified  by  the  Master's  re- 
port in  this  cause,  dated  the  5th  day  of  February,  1853,  to  be  due 
to  the  said  Defendant  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs  in  respect 
of  his  mortgage  security  in  the  said  report  mentioned),  on  Mon- 
day the  21st  day  of  November  instant,  (being  ten  days  from 
the  date  of  this  order),  between  the  hours  of  one  and  two  o'clock 
in  the  afternoon  of  that  day,  at  the  office  of  the  Chapel  of  the 
Rolls,  in  Bolls  Yard,  Chancery  Lane,  in  the  City  of  London;  or 
in  de&ult  thereof,  it  is  ordered  that  the  Plaintiff's  bill  do  stand 
dismissed  out  of  this  Court  as  against  the  said  Defendant  Btch- 
ard  Bowen  WiUiams,  with  costs  to  be  taxed  by  the  proper  Tax- 
ing Master  of  this  Court  pursuant  to  the  said  decree. 
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N<yv.  19fA  S  JoNBS  V.  JOKBS. 

21«t. 

Production  of  THE  bill  in  this  suit  stated,  that  LevnM  Jonea^  the  testator  in  th 

Doaunenit —  cause,  in  1836,  being  indebted  to  the  Dowlaia  Iron  Company  i 

^^J^^^^^  tlie  sum  of  82^.,  conveyed  certain  hereditaments  to  some  of  th 

TUU,  members  of  the  said  partnership,  by  way  of  mortgiti^e,  to  secor 

The  Plaintiff  *^®  payment  of  the  said  debt,  with  interest 

impeached  a  That,  by  some  instrument  of  assurance,  executed  by  the  salt 

STclBfcndaiirs  Lewis  Jones  in  1838,  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  said  he 

possession,  and  reditaments  was,  for  the  alleged  consideration  of  142/.,  conveyer 

bilUha^this  ^7  *^®  ^^  testator  to  St^hen  Jones  and  his  heirs;  but  that  thi 

deed  bad  been  conveyance  was  executed  by  Lewis  Jones  in  contemplation  o 

fendant  as  a  se-  circumstances  which  did  not  come  to  pass,  and  was  never  act« 

cority  for  a  on ;  and  that  the  whole  of  such  consideration  money  'was  on  th 

wWch  lSi"^Li  same  day  returned  to  Stepli/en  Jones  by  Lewis  Jones,  and  bj 

since  repaid.  Stephen  Jones  returned  to  one  Roger  Williams,  from  whom  i 

in  his  answer,  ^"^  ^^^^^  borrowed,  in  order  that  it  might  be  apparently  pai< 

admitted  the  over. 

SSt^wuicy  oTthe  That,  in  1839,  the  Dowlaia  Iron  Company  required  paymen 

impeached  deed,  of  the  mortgage  debt;  and  Lewis  Jones,  to  enable  him  to  pay  th< 

hwasabonA  *  same,  borrowed  of  Stephen  Jones  the  sum  of  42/.,  and  of  th< 

fide  conreyance  Plaintiff  William  Jones  the  further  sum  of  40/.,  and  therewitl 

luabl™  consSer-  V^^  ^^  ^^®  ^^^  mortgage  debt,  but  no  re-conveyance  of  the  saic 

ation,  and  de<  hereditaments  was  taken;  and  the  said  mortgage  deed  and  th< 

ever  been  so  de-  other  title  deeds  of  the  said  property  were  permitted  to  remaii 

posited  with  in  the  custody  of  the  Dowlais  Iron  Company  imtil  1852. 

bm  mentioned:  "^^^j  upon  the  occasion  of  the  loon  of  the  said  simis  by  Ste 

— Hdd^  that  as  phen  Jones  and  William  Jones  to  the  said  Lewis  Jones,  it  wai 

denied  ^at  he  ^^g^eed  between  them,  that  the  said  conveyance  to  Stephen  Jone. 

was  a  mortg^-  should  remain  in  his  hands,  by  way  of  security  for  the  repay 

^'s  whole  nient  of  the  said  siuns  of  42^.  and  40/.,  and  interest, 

statement,  that  That,  in  1842,  Stephen  Jones,  at  the  request  of  the  said  Lewu 

iuSJ'a^o^''  JbTiw,  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  40/. ;  and  that  Lewii 

p^e,  and  that     Jones,  in  1841,  paid  to  the  said  Stephen  Jones  20/.,  in  part  of  the 
It  was  paid  off, 
must  be  re- 
garded; and 

that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  prodaction  of  tbo  deed:  secoi  if  the  Defendant  had  claimed 
the  privilege  of  a  mortgagee  to  refuse  production  of  the  deed. 

If  a  title  deed  in  the  Defendant's  possession  be  impeached,  all  subsequent  documents  which  de- 
pend upon  and  proceed  from  it,  may  be  required  to  be  produced,  m  well  as  the  deed  itself;  and, 
therefore,  in  a  suit  to  mi  aside  a  conveyance  of  an  equity  of  redemption  to  the  Defendant,  a  leccipl 
for  the  mortgage  money  obtained  by  him  after  the  date  of  the  deed  must  be  produced. 
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said  principal  money  of  82^.,  all  interest  of  the  said  principal  mo-         IS5Z, 
ncy  having  been  paid  up  to  that  time. 

The  bill  then  stated  the  will  of  Lewis  Jones,  dated  February 
2nd,  1845,  by  which  the  testator  appointed  the  said  Stephen 
Jones  executor,  and  gave  all  his  property  to  his  wife  for  life,  and 
then  among  his  children,  of  whom  the  Plaintiff  and  Stephen  Jones 
were  two,  in  a  certain  manner. 

The  bill  stated  the  death  of  the  testator,  probate  of  his  will 
that  the  testator's  debts  had  been  paid  by  his  widow,  who  had 
entered  into  possession  of  all  his  real  estate,  including  the  said 
mortgaged  hereditaments,  and,  in  1849,  had  paid  to  Stephen 
Jones  the  sum  of  62L  due  to  him  on  the  alleged  mortgage,  and 
all  arrears  of  interest  thereon ;  and  that  Stephen  Jones  had  there- 
upon delivered  up  to  Elizaheth  Jones  the  said  conveyance  of  the 
equity  of  redemption. 

The  bill  stated  that  Stephen  Jones  had  regained  possession  of 
the  said  conveyance,  and  had  also  obtained  the  mortgage  and 
other  title  deeds  of  the  property,  and  had  entered  into  possession 
of  part  of  the  hereditaments,  and  refused  to  pay  any  ground  rent 
for  them,  and  had  set  up  a  claim  to  the  inheritance  in  fee  sim- 
ple in  possession  of  all  the  hereditaments  devised  by  the  will 
of  the  said  testator,  alleging,  that  he  was  entitled  thereto  by 
virtue  of  the  conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemption  thereof  to 
him. 

The  bill  contained  the  usual  charge,  that  the  Defendant  had 
in  his  possession  the  said  deed  of  conveyance  and  other  relevant 
documents,  and  prayed,  that,  so  £Eir  as  necessary,  the  trusts  of  the 
testator's  said  will  might  be  carried  into  execution  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  Court;  and  that  Stephen  Jones  might,  if  necessary, 
be  decreed  to  execute  a  re-conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion in  the  said  hereditaments  to  the  uses  and  upon  the  trusts 
of  the  said  will,  or  that  the  conveyance  of  the  said  equity  of  re- 
demption to  him  as  aforesaid  might  be  delivered  up  to  be  can- 
celled ;  and  for  the  delivery  of  the  title  deeds  to  the  Plaintiff. 

Stephen  Jones,  by  his  answer,  stated  that  the  original  mortgage 
was  dated  in  1835,  and  was  for  a  t-erm  of  200  years;  and  that, 
in  183G,  Lewis  Jones,  for  valuable  consideration,  bon4  fide  paid 
to  him  by  Steplien  Jones,  and  no  part  of  which  was  ever  returned, 
had  sold  and  conveyed  the  hereditaments  subject  to  the  mortgage 
to  Stephen  Jones  in  fee  simple;  and  that  in  March,  1838,  Stephen 
Jones  paid  off  the  mortgage  on  his  own  account,  and  took  a  receipt 
from  the  cashier  oi^^Bowiais  Iron  Company,  which,  so  £Eir«s  was 
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Niyv.  19fA  ds  JoNKB  V.  Jokes. 

2l«t. 

Prodnetiom  of  THE  bill  in  this  suit  stated,  that  Leuns  Jones,  the  testator  in  th 

DocmmemU—  cause,  in  1836,  being  indebted  to  the  Doidais  Iron  Company  ii 

—SuUMu^i  the  sum  of  82^.,  conveyed  certain  hereditaments  to  some  of  th 

TUU,  members  of  the  said  partnership,  by  way  of  mortgl^Cy  to  aecur 

The  Plaintiff  *^®  payment  of  the  said  debt,  with  interest 
impeached  a  That,  by  some  instrument  of  assurance,  executed  by  the  sait 

STDefendanft  ^'^^^  Jones  in  1838,  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  said  he 

posseauon,  and  reditaments  was,  for  the  alleged  consideration  of  142/.,  conveye< 

bill  that  thia  ^7  ^^^  ^^  testator  to  Stephen  Jones  and  his  heirs;  but  that  thi 

deed  had  been  conveyance  was  executed  by  Lewis  Jones  in  contemplation  o 
leftwiththcDe-     .         V^  i.-  i.  j-i       x  x  j  ^ 

fondant  as  a  se-  Circumstances  which  did  not  come  to  pass,  and  was  never  act« 

cority  for  a  on;  and  that  the  whole  of  such  consideration  money  was  on  th 
which  Imd"^  8*°^®  ^7  returned  to  Stephen  Jones  by  Leuns  Janes,  and  bj 
■mce  repaid.  Stephen  Jones  returned  to  one  Soger  WiUiams,  from  whom  i 
in  hit  antwer,  ^"^  ^>^^^  borrowed,  in  order  that  it  might  be  apparently  pai( 
admitted  the        over. 

Se^wmcy  oTthe  That,  in  1839,  the  Lhwlais  Iron  Company  required  pajmen 
impeached  deed,  of  the  mortgage  debt;  and  Lewis  Jones,  to  enable  him  to  pay  thi 
itwasabonA  same,  borrowed  of  Stephen  Jones  the  sum  of  42^.,  and  of  thi 
fide  conveyance  Plaintiff  William  Jones  the  further  sum  of  40/.,  and  therewitl 
luabl™  consider-  P^<^  ^^  ^^^  ^"^  mortgage  debt,  but  no  re-conveyance  of  the  saic 
ation,  and  de-  hereditaments  was  taken;  and  the  said  mortgage  deed  and  th< 
erer  be«n  wde-  other  title  deeds  of  the  said  property  were  permitted  to  remaii 
poiited  with  in  the  custody  of  the  Dowlais  Iron  Company  until  1852. 
bm  mendoned:  That,  upon  the  occasion  of  the  loan  of  the  said  sums  by  Sie- 
— Held^  that  as  phen  Jones  and  William  Jones  to  the  said  Lewis  Jones,  it  was 
denied tLt  he  ag^®^  between  them,  that  the  said  conveyance  to  Stephen  Jofiet 
I  waa  a  mortga-     should  remain  in  his  hands,  by  way  of  security  for  the  repay- 

I  ^t  whde         ^®^*  ^^  *^®  ^^  ^^""^  ^^  ^^^'  ^^^  ^^^f  ^^  interest. 

statement,  that  That,  in  1842,  Stephen  Jones,  at  the  request  of  the  said  Lewu 
ro^a^ort^''    Jbne«,  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  40Z. ;  and  that  Lewii 

gage,  and  that     Jones,  in  1841,  paid  to  the  said  Stephen  Jones  201,  in  part  of  the 
it  was  paid  off, 
most  be  re- 
garded; and 

that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  production  of  the  deed:  secos  if  the  Defendant  hikl  cUimed 
the  privilege  of  a  mortgagee  to  refuse  production  of  the  deed. 

If  a  title  deed  in  the  Defendant's  possession  be  impeached,  all  subsequent  documents  which  de- 
pend upon  and  proceed  from  it,  mny  be  required  to  be  produced,  as  well  as  the  deed  itself;  and, 
therefore,  in  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  on  equity  of  redemption  to  the  Defendant,  a  receipt 
for  the  mortgage  money  obtained  by  him  ofler  the  date  of  the  deed  must  be  produced. 

'T 

\i 
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said  principal  money  of  82/.,  all  interest  of  the  said  principal  mo-         1853. 
ney  having  been  paid  up  to  that  time. 

The  bill  then  stated  the  will  of  Lewis  Jones,  dated  February 
2nd,  1845,  by  which  the  testator  appointed  the  said  Stephen 
Jones  executor,  and  gave  all  his  property  to  his  wife  for  life,  and 
then  among  his  children,  of  whom  the  Plaintiff  and  Stephen  Jones 
were  two,  in  a  certain  manner. 

The  bill  stated  the  death  of  the  testator,  pTobat.e  of  his  will^ 
that  the  testator's  debts  had  been  paid  by  his  widow,  who  had 
entered  into  possession  of  all  his  real  estate,  including  the  said 
mortgaged  hereditaments,  and,  in  1849,  had  paid  to  Stephen 
JoTiss  the  sum  of  62Z.  due  to  him  on  the  alleged  mortgage,  and 
all  arrears  of  interest  thereon ;  and  that  Stephen  JoTies  had  there- 
upon delivered  up  to  Elizaheth  J&nes  the  said  conveyance  of  the 
equity  of  redemption. 

The  bill  stated  that  Stephen  Jones  had  regained  possession  of 
the  said  conveyance,  and  had  also  obtained  the  mortgage  and 
other  title  deeds  of  the  property,  and  had  entered  into  possession 
of  part  of  the  hereditaments,  and  refused  to  pay  any  ground  rent 
for  them,  and  had  sot  up  a  claim  to  the  inheritance  in  fee  sim- 
ple in  possession  of  all  the  hereditaments  devised  by  the  will 
of  the  said  testator,  alleging,  that  he  was  entitled  thereto  by 
virtue  of  the  conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemption  thereof  to 
him. 

The  bill  contained  the  usual  charge,  that  the  Defendant  had 
in  his  possession  the  said  deed  of  conveyance  and  other  relevant 
documents,  and  prayed,  that,  so  fisir  as  necessary,  the  trusts  of  the 
testator's  said  will  might  be  carried  into  execution  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  Court;  and  that  Stephen  Jones  might,  if  necessary, 
be  decreed  to  execute  a  re-conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion in  the  said  hereditaments  to  the  uses  and  upon  the  trusts 
of  the  said  will,  or  that  the  conveyance  of  the  said  equity  of  re- 
demption to  him  as  aforesaid  might  be  delivered  up  to  be  can- 
celled ;  and  for  the  delivery  of  the  title  deeds  to  the  Plaintiff. 

Stephen  Jones,  by  his  answer,  stated  that  the  original  mortgage 
was  dated  in  1835,  and  was  for  a  t-enn  of  200  years;  and  that, 
in  1836,  Lewis  Jones,  for  valuable  consideration,  bon4  fide  paid 
to  him  by  Steplien  Jones,  and  no  part  of  which  was  ever  returned, 
had  sold  and  conveyed  the  hereditaments  subject  to  the  mortgage 
to  Stephen  Jones  in  fee  simple;  and  that  in  March,  1838,  Stephen 
Jones  paid  off  the  mortgage  on  his  own  account,  and  took  a  receipt 
from  the  cashier  oftheDowlais  Iron  Company,  which,  so  far«s  was 
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1853.  material,  was  in  the  form  stated  in  his  answer;  but  that  Siepk 
Jones  forgot  to  ask  for  the  deeds  until  April,  1851,  when,  being  r 
minded  by  his  attorney  that  the  deeds  had  not  been  reoovered  I 

JoNis.  him,  he  applied  to  the  cashier  of  the  company  for  them,  who  r 
turned  them  to  him,  and  at  his  request  wrote  upon  the  mor 
gage  of  1835  a  memorandum,  which,  so  £u:  as  was  material,  wi 
to  the  effect  stated  in  his  answer.  The  Defendant  denied  ihi 
the  loan  by  William  Jones  was  to  help  the  testator  to  pay  off  tl 
mortgage,  or  that  the  conveyance  of  1836  was  left  in  the  han( 
of  the  Defendant  as  a  security,  or  that  Elieaheih  Jonea  paid  hi] 
any  money  for  the  redemption  of  such  security,  as  mentioned  i 
the  bilL  He  denied,  also,  that  these  hereditaments  passed  by  U 
will  oi  Lewis  Jones,  and  claimed  to  be  absolutely  entitled  to  then 
The  Defendant  admitted  that  he  had  in  his  possession  certai 
documents  relating  to  matters  in  the  bill  mentioned,  Anum 
which  were  the  indenture  of  conveyance  to  binnaftl^  dated  i 
1836,  which  was  impeached  by  the  bill,  and  the  receipt  for  82 
given  to  him  by  the  Zhwlais  Company  in  1838. 

The  matter  having  been  adjourned  from  the  Vicb-Chanck 
lob's  Chambers, 

Mr.  Souihgate  moved  for  the  production  of  this  deed  and  tl 
receipt,  citing  Attorney-General  v.  Thompson  (8  Hare,  106). 

Mr.  Sdwyn  contr^  insisted,  that,  according  to  the  Plaintifl 
own  statement,  the  deed  of  1836  had  been  deposited  with  tl 
Defendant  by  way  of  equitable  mortgage,  and  therefore  j^ixxiui 
'-.  jj  tion  could  not  be  required :  Crisp  v.  PUxtel  (8  Beav.  ^2). 

The  VICI^-CHANCELIlOR  reserved  his  judgment. 

Nov. ^\a      Vice-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

This  case  is  a  little  peculiar,  but  I  think  that  the  Plaintiff  i 
entitled  to  have  the  production  of  these  documenta  The  suit  i 
for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  deed  of  1836;  and  the  hi] 
states  that  the  effect  of  that  deed  was  not  an  absolute  convev 
ance  of  the  property  which  it  comprised,  but  it  was  a  deed  bi 
which  the  property  was  to  be  reserved  to  the  original  grantor 
The  defence  to  a  suit  of  this  description  might  have  been  thai 
the  Defendant  was  a  mortgagee,  although  he  first  received  thi 
deed  in  a  totally  different  character;  and  that,  being  a  mortgagee 
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who  had  advanced  money,  be  had  a  right  to  insist  upon  his  secu-  1853. 

rities.  If  the  deed  of  conveyance  is  not  privileged,  I  have  no 
difficulty  about  the  document  which  the  Defendant  received  fix>m 
the  Company  when  he  paid  off  the  mortgage  of  1835,  for  this 
reason,  that,  as  he  m  insisting  upon  the  original  deed,  and  standing 
upon  that  alone,  he  could  not  afterwards  place  himself  in  the  po- 
sition of  a  mortgagee,  because,  he  says,  holding  the  property,  that 
he  has  paid  off  that  mortgage,  and  therefore  the  receipt  became 
a  part  of  the  title  to  the  property  which  is  now  impeached.  The 
case  is,  in  some  respects,  like  the  caae  of  the  Attorney-General 
v.  EllUony  (4  Sim.  238),  Vhere  the  Attorney-General  was  im- 
peaching certain  deeds  of  lease.  These  leases  had  been  the  sub- 
ject of  settlement,  and  the  parties  claiming  under  the  settlement 
contended,  that,  if  they  produced  the  leases,  they  were  not  bound 
to  produce  the  settlement,  because  that  could  not  form  any  part 
of  the  Attorney-GeneraiCe  title;  the  Vice-Chancellor,  however, 
held,  that  all  that  proceeded  from  the  original  documents  and 
rested  upon  that  foundation  must  be  produced,  just  as  the  ori- 
ginal deeds  themselves.  Here  this  party  says,  I  have  in  my  pos- 
session the  deed  which  is  impeached ;  and  relying  on  that,  I  paid 
off  the  mortgage,  and  the  original  instrument  thus  becomes  of 
importance  to  test  the  matter  in  question.  The  Defendant  is 
executor  of  his  father,  the  testator  in  the  cause,  and  it  may  ap- 
pear by  the  receipt  under  what  title  he  claimed  to  pay  the  money. 
K  he  did  so  as  such  executor,  that  would  be  a  fact  very  material 
to  the  Plaintiff's  title.  I  have,  therefore,  no  difficulty  on  that 
part  of  the  case. 

In  the  peculiar  position  of  this  case,  the  question  is,  whether 
the  Plaintiff  would  have  a  right  to  require  the  production  of  the 
deed  which  he  seeks  to  impeach.  The  Plaintiff  states  that  he 
deposited  the  deed  in  the  Defendant's  hands  as  a  security  for  a 
sum  of  money ;  and  the  difficulty  as  to  that  is,  whether  the  Plain- 
tiff can  enforce  production  of  a  deed  which  he  says  that  he  has 
mortgaged.  It  is  true  that  the  Plaintiff  goes  on  to  say,  that  the 
mortgage  has  been  paid  off,  and  the  money  restored  to  the  lender. 
The  best  way  of  looking  at  it  is  to  suppose  that  the  Defendant 
had  acceded  to  the  Plaintiff^s  view,  and  said  that  it  was  true  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  deposited  the  deed  by  way  of  mortgage,  and  re- 
fused to  produce  it.  In  that  case,  the  Plaintiff  could  not  have  seen 
the  deed.  But  the  Defendant  stands  upon  the  deed  of  convey- 
ance, and  says,  I  claim  as  a  purchaser  under  that  deed,  that  is,  the 
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original  docnment  wliich  the  Plaintiff  wishes  to  see.  If  th 
fendant  does  not  deny  the  Plaintiff's  case,  or  pot  it  npon  the 
footing  as  if  he  were  a  mortgagee,  I  think  that  I  cannot  tal 
statement  in  the  hill  without  looking  at  the  whole  of  it,  i 
is,  that  the  mortgage  hy  deposit  has  heen  paid  of^  and  thei 
the  Defendant  is  now  holding  as  the  PlaintifiTa  tmstea 
Defendant  has  neither  admitted  nor  denied  thai  case.  He 
that  it  is  not  part  of  his  defence  at  all,  hat  is  inconaisteni 
it.  I  think,  that,  when  testing  whether  or  not  the  Plaint 
entitled  to  this  discovery,  I  must  take  the  whole  stateme: 
he,  that  the  intermediate  transactionls  at  an  end,  and  that  i1 
hack  upon  the  original  deed;  which  is,  in  effect,  the  view  i 
the  Defendant  himself  takes,  for  he  says  that  the  interme 
transaction  never  took  place  at  all  I  must  therefore  decide 
the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  see  the  deed  which  he  has  impea 


N<yv.  IQik. 

Motion  for  Do- 
ene — \B^  16 
Ftcf.c.86,f.l5. 

A  Plaintiff  may 
hare  the  same 
relief  upon  a 
motion  for  de- 
cree, **  accord- 
ing to  the  pray- 
er of  the  bill," 
that  he  could 
have  at  the 
hearing  of  the 
cause  in  the  or- 
dinary way. 


f 


NoBTOir  V.  Steinkopf. 

IN  this  case,  which  is  reported  ahove  (a),  the  notice  of  motio 
a  decree  being  in  form  only,  "  acco!rding  to  the  prayer  o1 
bill,*'  was  objected  to  as  not  sufficiently  specific. 

In  answer  to  this  objection,  the  Vicb-Chancellor  Sn 
Page  Wood  made  the  following  observations : — 

I  should  be  extremely  sorry  to  hold  that  a  motion  for  i 
cree  differs  in  any  way  from  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  or 
imder  that  form -of  proceeding,  the  parties  should  not  be  ent 
to  all  the  relief  which  they  could  have  at  the  hearing. 

If  I  were  so  to  decide,  a  motion  for  decree  would  be  ai 
tremely  perilous  proceeding,  because,  in  the  event  of  the  Del 
ant  not  appearing,  the  parties  would  run  the  risk  of  losing  a 
tion  of  their  remedy,  and  the  consequence  would  be,  that 
whole  beneficial  object  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  would  be  h 


(a)  Ante,  p.  45. 


DoeumenU — 
LeUenin  Paton, 
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LiDDELL  V.  NOBTON.  ^— v— ' 

THIS  was  a  motion  for  production  of  documents,  which  had  been  production  of 
adjourned  from  Chambers. 

By  her  answer,  the  Defendant  stated  that  she  had  ^  many  years 
ago  in  her  possession  or  power  some  letters,  in  which  reference  A  Defendant 
was  made*"  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit ;  and  that  all  ^ered  to  pro- 
such  letters  "were  deposited  by  the  Defendant  in  a  portmanteau  ^^^,^  letter*, 
containing  articles  of  plate  and  trinkets  and  clothing;  and  that  ^ith  oth^ 
the  said  portmanteau,  with  such  contents,  was,  many  years  ago,  8<**>^  "*  *  P**"^ 
but  when  more  particularly  she  was  tmable  to  set  forth,  parted   teen  pawned 
with  by  her  to  J.  Wright,  of  St  CcUhffrin^s-place,  Ni/rwich,  for   by  him  before 
monies  advanced  by  him  to  her;  and  that  the  said  portmanteau,  ^ent  of  the 
with  such  contents,  was  still  in  the  possession  of  the  said  J.  »^^ 
Wright,  who  refused  to  part  with  it,  or  to  give  to  the  Defend- 
ant or  allow  her  to  take  a  list  or  schedule  of  the  letters  therein, 
until  he  was  paid  what  was  due  to  him  from  the  Defendant.*^ 
And  the  Defendant  further  said,  that  she  was  unable  to  set  forth  > 
as  to  her  belief  or  otherwise^  the  dates  of  the  said  letters,  or  a 
list  or  schedule  thereof,  or  their  nature,  purport,  or  effect,  other- 
wise than  as  aforesaid. 

By  an  affidavit  in  aid  of  her  answer,  the  Defendant  stated 
that  the  amount  now  due  to  J.  Wright  for  principal  and  interest 
was  about  41/. ;  and  that  she  had  no  means  whatever  of  paying 
such  amount,  having  been  for  a  long  time  dependent  upon  her 
son,  who  was  a  police  constable,  and  with  whom  she  was  now 
living,  for  the  means  of  supporting  life;  and  that  the  documents 
so  deposited  with  the  said  «7.  Wright  were  not  in  any  way  in  her 
possession  or  power  or  under  her  control. 

The  production,  or  some  list  or  account^  of  these  documents 
amongst  others  was  now  sought. 

Mr.  AmphleU  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  Burchn,  contrifc,  dted  Palmer  v.  Wright  (10  Beav.  234). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Pagb  Wood  said,  that  he 
thought  no  case  had  gone  farther  than  Ex  parte  Show  (Jac. 
270),  in  which  Lord  Eld<m  ordered  a  Defendant  to  produce 
documents  which  were  in  the  possession  of  his  solicitor,  who 
claimed  a  lien  upon  them,  saying  that  the  Defendant  must  pay 
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1853.  what  was  due  to  his  solicitor  if  neoeseniy.     If  docaments  w&te 

mortgaged,  a  Defendant  would  not  be  ordered  to  paj  off  the 
mortgage.     The  decision  in  Palmer  y.  Wrighi  (10  Beav.  234), 

Norton.  ^i^as  not  intended  to  overrule  Ex  parte  Shaw  (Jac  270),  as  was 
proved  by  reference  to  the  sabeeqnent  case  of  Rodick  v.  Ckmddl 
(10  Beav.  270),  in  which  Ex  parte  Shaw  was  cited  and  followed, 
the  Coort  giving  to  the  Defendant  liberty  to  apply  in  case  he 
should  be  prevented  from  complying  with  the  order,  which  pot 
it  ujion  the  Defendant,  if  any  difficulty  occurred,  to  shew  thai  it 
was  of  such  a  nature  as  prevented  his  compliance  with  the  oid^. 
But  where  documents  were  pledged  the  case  was  difierent ;  and, 
therefore,  there  could  be  no  order  upon  this  motion. 


J)ec  Zrd,  ^^^  ^'  Storie. 

Furedomre        THIS  was  a  foreclosure  suit. 

^ed^oiJ^d^       A  decree  was  made  in  1852,  giving  to  several  defendants 

emued  Defmd-    several  successive  rights  of  redemption,  extending  throogh  a 

F^iso^/a    P^^  of  three  years.     The  first  had  made  defeult;  the  second 

right  of  redemption  was  given  to  seven  different  persona.     These 

A  foreclorore  ggven  Defendants  were  interested  in  one  and  the  same  mortsaire 
aeciee  gave  to  ,  ^^ 

•eveii  penoni,     security,  and  the  right  of  redemption  given  to  them  by  the  de> 

Si  *^ffhf  to**™'  ^^''®®  ^**  "^  ^^^^^  given  to  them  or  any  of  them, 

deem  within  a  Oue  of  these  seven  Defendants  had  since  died,  and  had  no  per- 

^**'*  V™*'  sonal  representative.     His  widow  had  renounced  probate,  and 

time  arriyed  one  the  next  of  kin  refused  to  take  out  letters  of  administration, 

died  *  **d*S  '^^  application  had  been  made  by  a  creditor  to  have  letters  of 

waa  some  diffi-  ^ujministration  granted  to  him,  which  had  been  accordingly  de- 

^m^)^m-  ^^^^'>  ^^*  ^^^^  *^®  proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 

istration  to  him.  were  perfected,  another  creditor  entered  a  caveat. 
Letters  of  ad- 

w^^^length,  ^^^-  ^«««^«^  ^<>^  applied,  under  s.  44  of  the  15  A  16  Vict. 
gnmted  by  the  c.  8G,  for  an  order,  either  that  the  proceedings  under  the  decree 
Conrt  to  a^      for  foreclosure  might  go  on  without  any  personal  representative 

creditor,  but  be- 
fore the  proceeding  was  perfected  another  creditor  entered  a  careat 

The  Coort  of  Chanceiy  made  an  order  under  section  44  of  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  appointing  the 
former  creditor  to  represent  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  after  a  week*s  notice  given  to  the  oppoaing  au- 
ditor; or,  if  the  former  creditor  should  refuse  to  be  such  representatiTe,  then,  upon  evidence  by  affi. 
davit  of  such  refusal,  appointing  the  other  creditor  to  be  such  representative. 

Section  44  is  only  intended  to  apply  to  cases  where  there  is  a  difficulty  in  obtaining  repreaenta- 
tion,  owing  to  the  insolvency  of  the  deceased  or  some  such  cause. 
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of  the  deceased,  and  that  his  estate  might  be  bound  thereby,  or         ISSS. 
that  some  proper  person  might  be  appointed  as  such  personal  re- 
presentative for  the  purposes  of  such  proceedings. 

The  Vice-Chakcellob  said,  that  if  the  time  fixed  extended 
to  three  years,  there  was  no  reason  why  they  should  not  wait  a 
short  time  for  the  perfection  of  the  administration  proceedings. 
The  Ecclesiastical  Court  was  sitting,  and  the  proceedings  could 
not  take  may  days. 

Mr.  BazalgeUe  said,  that  no  proceedings  were  being  taken,  but 
the  whole  matter  was  in  abeyance  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court. 

Vicb-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood — 

I  think,  as  the  creditor  has  gone  on  so  fiur  as  to  obtain  an  actual 
grant  of  letters  of  administration,  he  is  not  likely  to  stop  until  he 
has  some  compensation  for  the  expense  which  he  has  incurred. 

The  44th  section  of  the  new  statute  is  only  intended  to  apply 
to  a  case  in  which  there  is  a  difficulty,  either  fix)m  insolvency  or 
some  other  cause,  in  obtaining  representation  to  a  deceased  party; 
but  here  a  creditor  has  almost  obtained  representation,  and  you 
are  asking  me  to  proceed  behind  his  biftck.  I  should  require 
some  intimation  to  be  given  to  him.  I  will  make  an  order,  that 
this  creditor  should  represent  the  estate  of  the  deceased  party  for 
the  purposes  of  the  suit,  only  directing  that  the  order  shall  not  be 
drawn  up  for  a  week;  and,  meantime,  notice  must  be  given  to  the 
creditor  who  has  entered  a  caveat;  or,  if  the  former  creditor  re- 
fuses, I  will  make  a  similar  order  respecting  the  opposing  creditor. 
The  order  must  be  subject  to  your  producing  an  affidavit  of  the 
consent  or  refusal  of  the  former  creditor  to  act,  and,  if  he  consent^ 
that  due  notice  has  been  given  to  the  other  creditor. 
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^*^v — '  LT.._                            Kekd  9.  Prbbt. 

Efndemce—E»-  ^^  WEBB  moved  on  behalf  of  the  Plainti^  tliat  a  geDtleman, 

anUnaiion  of  yf\^Q  ^rd^  a  solicitor,  should  be  appointed  to  examine  certain  wit- 

sidtng  more  than  1168868  residing  more  than  twenty  miles  from  London, 

Twenty  MiUa 

L5A.  iTv^"  ^^*  S^owe,  contra^  objected  that  the  application  should  haTe 

e.  86,  M.  31, 35.  been  made   at  ChamberB,  without  incurring  the  expense  of  a 

~r  _  motion  in  Court;  that  it  was  altogether  unneoessazy,  as  some  of 

moTe<U  that  a  the  witnesses  had  already  been  examined  in  London  before  the 

joKcitor  migjt  Examiner  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  there  was  no  reason  why  the 

examine  wit-  rest  should  not  be;  and  that,  from  the  nature  of  the  evidence  to 

nesset  residing  |j^  taken,  the  official  Examiner,  or  some  person  of  experience  in 

twenty  miles  taking  evidence,  ought  to  conduct  the  examination, 
from  London: 

—/wa  that  rj^g  Viob-Chakcjbllor  Sib  W.  Paob  Wood  said,  that  it  wis 

the  application  ^ 

might  be  made  not  absolutely  necessary  to  make  the  appUcation  at  Chambera^  bat 

Coi^^^^of  it  might  bemade  in  Court  instead;  that  the  former  pcactioe  was 

at  Chambers ;  not  altered  in  the  case  of  witnesses  who  resided  mote  than  twenty 

imd that,  incase  ^^^  ^^^^  London,  and  therefore  the  motion  must  be  eranted; 

ox  witnesses  re-  '                                                                      o               j 

siding  so  tax  but  as  the  evidenoe  was  somewhat  iqtecial,  the  person  to  be  ap- 

STold'pi^lL  PO"=»*ed  should  be  a  barrister,  to  be  chosen  by  boliL  partiesL 

was  unchanged;  The  costs  must  be  costs  in  the  cause, 
but  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case  being  special,  a  bairister,  to  be  chosen  by  both  parties,  most  be  the  examiner. 
Costa  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


Dec,  eth.  HiTOHGOGK  V.  Cabew. 

Evidence  by  TMlS  was  a  motion  on  the  part  of  the  Plainti^  that^  notwith- 
Jjidamir—  standing  the  Defendant  Charles  ffaUoweU  HoUovhU  Cainw  had 
ed-Ab^&\t  elected  that  the  evidence  to  be  adduced  in  this  cause  should  be 
Vict,  e,  86,  t$,     taken  orally,  the  Plaintiff  might,  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  be 

•  J 1*    *  at  liberty  to  prove  by  affidavit  the  execution  of  the  indenture  of 

In  a  suit  by  a 

mortgagee  to  redeem  prior  mortgages  and  for  a  sale,  the  mortgagor,  by  his  answer,  disputed  the 
validity  of  the  Plaintiff's  mortgage,  on  the  ground  that  the  execution  of  it  by  the  mortgagor  hikd 
been  obtained  by  a  fraud  concocted  between  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  deed  and  other 
persons,  and  without  the  Plaintiff  knowing  the  contents  of  it.  The  Defendant  had  elected  to  haTe 
the  evidence  in  the  cause  taken  orally.  The  Plaintiff,  not  being  able  to  obtain  an  appointment  be- 
fore the  Examiner  for  some  time,  moved  that  he  might  be  at  liberty  at  the  hearing  to  prove  his  mort- 
gage deed  by  affidavit: — Heldy  that  as  the  answer  impeached  the  deed  in  this  manner,  it  could  not 
be  proved  as  an  exhibit  at  the  hearing,  and,  as  the  witnesses  would  probably  be  crosa-examined,  no 
time  would  be  saved  by  the  proposed  course ;  and,  therefore,  the  motion  was  refused;  and  as,  if  giant- 
ed,  it  would  have  been  an  indulgence,  it  was  refused  with  costs. 

The  advantage  of  having  witnesses  produced  for  examination  and  seeing  their  demeuMmr  ia  a 
right  of  which  the  Court  will  not  deprive  the  parties. 
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mortgage  of  the  3rd  of  December,  1851,  in  the  pleadings  men- 
tioned 

The  bill  stated  nnmerons  mortgages  by  the  Defendant  Charles 
ffaUotoeU  HdUoweU  Ca/reWj  and  ultimately  a  mortgage  to  the 
Plaintiff  by  a  deed  dated  the  3rd  of  December,  1851,  and  prayed 
an  accoimt,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  let  in  to  redeem  the 
prior  incumbrances,  or  for  a  sale;  and  in  the  meantime  for  a  re- 
ceiver. 

The  Defendant  Chofdea  EdUoweU  HaUoweU  Cairew,  by  his  an- 
swer, disputed  the  validity  of  the  alleged  mortgage  deed  of  the 
Plaintiff;  and  stated,  that  the  execution  thereof  by  the  Defendant 
had  been  obtained  by  a  fraud  concocted  between  the  Plaintiff 
and  other  persons,  of  whom  one  was  one  of  the  witnesses  to  the 
deed,  at  a  time  when  the  Defendant  was  in  ignorance  of  his  rights, 
and  without  his  knowing  the  nature  of  the  deed,  and  without 
consideration,  and  when  he  was  under  duress,  being  in  prison  for 
debt  on  a  judgment  upon  a  warrant  of  attorney  which  had  been 
improperly  obtained  from  him. 

Mr.  Amphlett,  for  the  motion,  referred  to  the  15  &  16  Yict.  c. 
86,  ss.  29,  30;  and  s.  36,  which  provides,  that,  ''notwithstanding 
that  the  Plaintiff  or  the  Defendant  in  any  suit  in  the  said  Court 
may  have  elected  that  the  evidence  in  the  cause  should  be  taken 
orally,  affidavits  by  particular  witnesses,  or  affidavits  as  to  par- 
ticular facts  and  circumstances,  may  by  consent,  or  by  leave  of 
the  Court  obtained  upon  notice,  be  used  on  the  hearing  of  any 
cause;  and  such  consent,  with  the  approbation  of  the  Court,  may 
be  given  by  or  on  the  part  of  married  women  or  infants,  or  other 
persons  imder  disability ;"  and  s.  38,  providing  for  the  cross-exa- 
mination and  re-examination  of  any  witness  who  may  have  made 
an  affidavit.  He  stated,  that,  owing  to  the  press  of  business  be- 
fore the  Examiners,  no  appointment  for  oral  examination  could 
be  made  for  a  time  sooner  than  the  end  of  January. 

Mr.  Sauthgatey  for  the  Defendant  Charles  ffaUoweU  HdUoweU 
Ca/rew,  opposed  the  motion,  and  contended,  that  the  deed  could 
not  be  proved  as  an  exhibit,  because  it  was  impeached  by  the 
answer:  Banfidd  v.  KeSiy  (4  Buss.  355),  Maber  v.  HMs  (1  Y.  & 
C,  Exch.,  585).  Besides,  as  the  Defendant  would  cross-examine 
the  witness,  an  appointment  must  be  had  for  that  purpose,  and 
therefore  no  time  would  be  saved  by  the  proposed  proceeding. 


APPENDIX. 
Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer  for  tbe  other  Defendauts. 

Mr.  AmphleU,  in  reply,  said,  that  the  Defendant  had  not  fill 
a  cross  bill  to  impeach  the  deed. 

Vicb-Chanoellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  real  case  here  wholly  arises  on  an  application  on  the  part  • 
the  Plaintiff  to  prove  a  deed  by  the  affidavit  of  the  witnesses.  No 
I  am  of  opinion,  that,  as  in  all  the  authorities  which  have  bee 
referred  to,  the  Court  will  never  allow  this  deed  to  be  proved  i 
an  exhibit  viv&  voce  at  the  hearing ;  the  fitcts  stated  in  the  ai 
swer  being,  that  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses  was  concerned  i 
concocting  the  fraud  by  which  it  is  alleged  that  the  deed  was  o1 
tained.  Although  the  rule  has  been  laid  down,  that  a  I>efen< 
ant  cannot  get  rid  of  a  deed  without  filing  a  cross  bill  for  thi 
purpose,  it  is  not  clear,  that,  it  being  stated  in  the  answer  tbi 
the  party  did  not  know  what  the  deed  was,  that  would  n< 
amount  to  non  est  factum.  In  the  case  of  Farr  v.  Sheriffk  { 
Hare,  512),  the  Court,  at  the  hearing,  seeing  that  there  wi 
such  a  primi^  £Gu;ie  case  as  might  possibly  give  the  partj  a  rigl 
to  get  rid  of  the  deed,  ordered  that  the  cause  should  stand  ovi 
for  six  months^  with  liberty  to  the  parties  to  file  such  bill  i 
they  might  be  advised.  Therefore  the  rule  exists,  that  where 
deed  is  impeached,  it  cannot  be  proved  as  an  exhibit  viv&  voc 
at  the  hearing.  Then  it  simply  rests  on  the  point,  that  an  af 
pointment  cannot  be  had  before  the  Examiner  sooner  than  th 
end  of  January ;  but  as  there  must  be  a  cross-examination,  an< 
an  appointment  would  be  necessary  for  that  purpose,  no  tim< 
would  be  gained.  Even  if  I  acceded  to  the  motion,  it  woul4 
be  an  indulgence,  and  therefore  the  Plaintiff  would  have  to  paj 
the  costs ;  but  I  do  not  think  I  should  be  justified  in  accedin{ 
to  it  at  alL  Nor  is  it  necessaiy  that  the  Defendants  8houl< 
now  say  that  they  intend  to  cross-examine;  because  the  ver 
circumstance  of  having  the  witness  produced  at  the  examination 
and  seeing  his  demeanour,  is  an  advantage  I  have  no  right  U 
take  from  them.  The  legislature  intended  that  parties  shoulc 
have  the  full  benefit  of  having  the  witnesses  produced  in  person 
and  choosing  whether  or  not  they  should  exercise  their  righ 
of  cross-examination ;  therefore  the  motion  must  be  refused  wit] 
costs. 
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BeSEMEBES  17.    BESEMEBEa  -^      ^  , 

THIS  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  in  a  suit  instituted  for  Evidence— J^ 
the  dissolution  of  a  partnership,  which  was  alleged  by  the  Plain-  f^^^?!^ 
tiff  to  exist  between  himself  and  the  Defendant.  o.  86, «.  40. 

Mr.  SoiUhgcUe,  for  the  Defendant,  asked  for  time  to  answer  fo^  injunc- 
aflBldavits  which  had  been  made  by  the  Plaintiff;  and  the  Court  tioii,theDefend- 
gave  him  time;  and  (this  day  being  Thursday,)  directed  him  to  time  to  answer 
file  affidavits  on  or  before  Saturday  next;   and  the  usual  in-  affidaTits,  was 
terim  order  was  made  for  the  injunction  until  the  next  seal.  to  file  his  affi- 

davits in  two 

Mr.  SoutJ^ate  then  applied  to  the  Court  for  an  order  under  teram  function 
the  40th  section  of  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  to  appoint  a  special  being  mnted 
examiner,  and  to  direct  the  Plaintiff  to  attend  before  him  on  the  g^al.    He  then 
next  day  for  the  purpose  of  being  cros&-examined  on  the  affida-  applied  for  an 
vits  which  he  had  filed.  ing  «  g^iS 

examiner,  and 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Eddia,  opposed  the  application,  be-  ^S^?§  **IJ 

cause  forty-eight  hours'  notice  of  it  had  not  been  given  under  had  j^sAe  an 

the  36th  Order  of  the  7th  of  April,  1852.    [The  Vice-Chan-  affida^t  in  sup. 
.,      ,         ,      -r^i  .     ..«  .        i.       1  port  of  the  mo- 

CELLOR  said,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  coming  for  the  summary  re-  tion,  to  attend 

medy  of  an  interlocutory  iniunction,  and  the  Court  had  there-  °°  the  next 
^  ,  , .  ,  , .      .  T     r™  ,   ,    ,       ^y  without 

fore  control  over  him  and  his  witnesses.]     They  contended,  that  further  notice 

the  Defendant  was  bound  to  put  in  his  affidavits  first     The  ob-  ^^^  ""^ji  spe- 

,  cial  examiner, 

ject  of  the  Defendant  was,  that  he  might  be  able  to  shape  his  affi-  to  be  cross-ex- 
davits  according  to  the  result  of  the  crosfhexamination.     [The  J?"^o°^? 
Vice-Chancellor  said,  that  if  the  Plaintiff  were  going  to  a  Held^  that  the 

hearing  he  would   produce   his  witnesses,  and  the  Defendant  ^^^'^tifl^  «Pon 

,,  .         ,  ,  t  1^1.  T   rm         an  interlocutory 

would  cross-examme  them,  and  upon  that  mould  his  case.]  They  motion  for  an 

said,  that  there  was  a  difference  between  an  application  of  this  "*J^<^^on,  was 
'  ^*  under  the  con- 

kind  and  the  hearing  of  a  cause,  because,  in  the  latter  case,  the  trul  of  the 

Defendant  would  have  put  in  his  answer.  S"*"^^"?"^  *^* 

'^  tne  indulgence 

which  was  ask- 

The  Vice-chancellor,  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  said,  that  he  ''^^^^^_ 

thought  that  the  right  course  was,  to  say,  that  those  who  had  fendant  to  do 

what  he  could 
have  done  with- 
out any  order,  if  the  examiner  had  been  at  liberty;  and  the  application  was  accordingly  granted. 

Held^  also,  that  the  Plaindff  should  hare  the  like  liberty  of  cross-examining  the  Defendant  upon 
an  affidavit  by  him,  denying  a  simple  fact  alleged  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  made  for  the  purpose  of 
gaining  time;  and  that  Uie  Defendant  would  not  be  prevented  by  such  cross-examination  and  his 
own  re-examination  from  afterwards  filing  further  affidavits. 

VOL.  I.  [  d  ]  R  K.  W. 
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made  affidavits  in  the  suit  were  bound  to  tender  themBel^ 
for  cross-examination;  independently  of  whether  affidavits  w< 
made  by  the  Defendants  or  not,  cross-examination  would 
any  case  be  immediately  attainable,  if  there  were  a  sufficic 
number  of  examiners.  The  Defendant  here  might  find  the : 
suit  of  the  cross-examination  sufficient  for  his  caaey  and  mi^ 
not  want  to  file  any  affidavits.  As  the  matter  stood,  his  Hone 
said,  that  he  had  a  control  over  the  parties  who  were  asking  : 
the  injunction,  to  make  them  submit  to  any  terms;  and  he  at 
no  hardship  in  naming  an  examiner,  and  directing  the  witness 
to  attend  him  to-morrow  (Friday).  The  Defendant's  affidav 
must  be  filed  on  Saturday,  December  10th. 


Bee.  ICXA.  Mr.  Southgate  on  this  day  applied  for  further  time  to  file  a 
davits,  stating  that  the  cross-examination  of  the  Plaintifi*  I 
only  terminated  the  preceding  evening,  at  midnight. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Eddia^  then  asked  for  leave  to  cro 
examine  the  Defendant  upon  an  affidavit  which  had  been  fi] 
by  him,  and  in  which  he  swore  that  there  was  not  now,  and  ne^ 
had  been,  any  partnership  between  the  Defendant  and  the  Plai 
tiff.  The  special  examiner  had  refused  to  allow  the  Plaintiff 
cross-examine  the  Defendant  on  this  affidavit,  treating  it  as  \ 
affidavit  made  only  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  time. 

Mr.  Southgate  objected,  that,  if  the  Defendant  were  cro 
examined  upon  this  affidavit,  as  he  could  not  be  re-examined  u 
on  any  subject  not  mentioned  in  the  cross-examination,  the  D 
fendant  would  thereby  probably  lose  the  benefit  of  importai 
evidence,  which  he  might  have  given.  The  Plaintiff  bad  tak^ 
his  own  time,  and  had  had  his  case  carefully  prepared  by  couns< 
and  the  Defendant  ought  to  have  the  same  advantage. 


The  Vice-Chancellor  thought,  that  it  was  reasonable  that  tl 
Plaintiff  should  have  the  right  of  cross-examining  the  Defeat 
ant,  and  that  the  Defendant  might  supply,  by  affidavits  afie 
wards  filed,  any  evidence  which  he  could  not  give  on  the  re-exj 
niination.  There  was  nothing  in  the  new  statute  to  prevent  h 
so  doing.  Tlie  question  concerning  which  he  waa  to  be  cros 
examined  was  a  simple  fact,  about  which  he  had  had  ample  tin 
for  consideration. 
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Ad  order  was  made,  that  the  Defendant  should  attend  before  i&5^, 

the  s|)ecial  examiner,  at  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  Monday, 
the  12th  instant,  the  injunction  to  be  continued  until  the  last  seal 
day  (Monday,  the  19th  instant);  and  the  Defendant's  further     Bbhbmkres. 
affidavits  to  be  filed,  and  copies  delivered,  by  four  p.m.  on  the 
Thursday  previous. 


BB8EMBRB8 


Groves  v.  Grovbs.  Dec.  Idth. 

THIS  was  an  administration  suit  by  the  executor  of  the  testator.  Docum^nU— 

In  the  proceedings  at  Chambers,  a  person  claimed  to  be  a  ere-  ^  witnessea. 

ditor  of  the  estate,  and  supported  his  claim  by  affidavits,  and  

also  by  five  documents,  which  he  produced ;  and,  on  being  ex-  -j^  ^  adminis- 

aniiued,  he  afterwards  gave  a  list  of  these  documents  in  the  sche-  tration  mit,  a 

dale  to  his  examination.     A  motion  was  now  made  by  the  Plain-  ^^ted  hkdaim 

tiff,  by  adjoiimment  from  Chambers,  that  these  documents  might  in  Chambers  by 

be  produced  for  the  inspection  of  the  Plaintiff  and  his  witnesses,  of  certain  docu- 

mento.     The 

Mr.  Rdt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Boyle,  for  the  motion,  said  that  the  ?^*^*Ii^j.„? 

Plaintiff  believed  the  documents  in  question  to  be  forged,  and  ments  to  be 

wished  to  have  them  examined  by  scientific  persons,  in  order  to  J?"?!!'  ^^^^ 

test  their  genuineness.  deposited  with 

the  Chief  Clerk, 

Mr.  Bacon,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  J.  F.  Prior,  contri^  objected,  that  ^  have  them 

it  would  be  taking  an  unfair  advantage  of  the  Defendant  if  the  produced  to  be 

Plaintiff  might   compel  production  of  these  documents  to  as  acientific  pw- 

niany  witnesses  as  he  thought  fit,  and  then  only  subject  such  of  sons,  to  test 

..  .11.  •        .  ...  their  genuine- 

those  witnesses  as  supported  his  own  view  to  cross-examination,  ness*  and  the 

At  least,  the  Defendant  should  know  to  what  persons  the  docu-  application  was 

ments  were  submitted,  that  he  might  be  able  to  call  them  all  as  §itor's  solicitor 

witnesses  if  the  Plaintiff  did  not.  being  aUowed 

to  be  present  at 
such  ezamiiia- 

The  Vice-Chancellor,  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  said,  that  as  tion. 

it  appeared  that  the  documents  in  question  had  been  actually 
produced  in  Chambers,  and  not  merely  scheduled  in  the  examin- 
ation, they  had  been  used  to  support  the  Defendant's  case,  and 
the  time  had  come  for  the  Plaintiff  to  destroy  the  effect  of  them, 
if  he  could.  The  course  ought  to  be  precisely  as  though  the 
matter  were  in  open  Court,  where,  at  the  time  of  the  production 
of  the  papers,  the  witnesses  of  all  parties  would  be  allowed  to 
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1863.  inflpoot  them.  His  Honour  said,  that,  if  neoeaauy,  he  would 
himuelf  attend  in  Chambers,  when  they  were  prodnoed  he£on 
the  Chief  Clerk,  and  then  he  should  know  what  witneases  were 
called.  HIb  Honour  pro^iosed  that  the  pi^>erB  should  be  pn>- 
ducod  before  the  Chief  Clerk,  and  that  the  names  and  addwKjg 
of  the  i>or8ontt  to  whom  the  Plaintiff  wished  to  sabmit  them  fior 
examination  should  be  handed  in  to  him;  but  his  Honour  did 
not  see  the  necessity  for  having  such  persons  sworn  in  the  fini 
iuHtance.  It  was  like  the  ordinary  case  in  which  experts  were 
called  in,  as  where  a  surveyor  was  employed  to  inspect  buildings^ 
and  it  was  not  usual  to  swear  him  before  hand. 

Mr.  Jiacon,  Q.  C,  asked  that  the  creditor's  solicitor  might  be 
proHont  at  the  production  of  the  documents.  The  documents 
ought  to  bo  in  the  hands  of  the  Chief  Clerk,  precisely  as  if  they 
were  in  the  creditor's  own  custody. 

Mr.  EoUy  Q.  C,  objected  that  the  creditor's  solicitor  oug^t 
not  t^  hear  everything  that  might  pass  on  that  occasion  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  liis  witnesses. 

The  YiCE-CuANCELLOR  Said,  that  he  thought  that  the  sob'ci- 
tors  of  both  parties  might  be  present.  The  witnesses  of  the  Plain^ 
tiff  would  not  be  likely  to  make  many  remarks  of  importance  in 
the  presence  of  the  creditor's  solicitor;  but  his  Honour  thought 
that  it  was  of  some  consequence  to  the  creditor's  solicitor  to  knofw 
how  long  the  })artic8  were  in  their  inspection,  and  in  what  man- 
ner it  was  conducted. 

Mr.  Bolt,  Q.  C,  asked  that  the  documents  might  remain  in 
the  custody  of  the  Chief  Clerk. 

The  ViCE-CiiANCELLOR  thought,  that,  as  the  matter  was  at 
Clmuibers,  that  should  bo  ordered.  The  creditor  might  take  out 
a  summons,  if  he  thought  that  they  were  detained  for  an  un- 
reasonably long  time. 
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SiPFKKN  V,  DaTIS.  ^     -      ^ 

Dec.  14^. 
THIS  was  a  bill  for  foreclosiirey  and  upon  motion  for  decree  a  Partiet—Fore- 
sale  was  now  asked  under  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  48.     The  mort-  <^«»««  Suit--' 
gage  was  for  a  term  of  500  years.     The  mortgagor  had  since  <,.  86,  *.  42,  r.  9 
granted  the   equity  of  redemption  by  deed  to  the  Defendant  — -T^w^^'t 

Davis,  upon  trust  for  the  mortgagor  for  life,  and  after  his  d&-         ' 

cease,  upon  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  ^  equity  of 
survivor  of  them,  upon  trust  for  all  the  children  of  the  mort-  granted  by 
gagor  who  might  be  then  living,  and  the  children  of  such  of  them  ^^^  ***  tnistect, 
as  might  be  dead,  in  equal  proportions,  such  children  to  take  the  certain  parties, 
share  of  their  deceased  parent  or  parents.  *®™«  of  whom 

The  mortgagor  died  in  1839,  leaving  his  wife  surviving,  and  xhe  mortgagee 
having  had  five  children,  of  whom  two  died  leaving  children,  JJ*^  *  ***^^  ^' 
who  were  all  in&nts  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill,  but  one  against  the 
of  whom  had  since  attained  twenty-one  and  was  residing  in  truatees  of  the 
Australia.     The  other  three  children  of  the  mortgagor  attained  the  adult  cestnif 
twenty-one,  and  were  all  livinir  at  the  time  of  filing  the  biU :  but  q^e  tniat  only, 
1     J    .  ..  J   ,       .  1.1-.         .   !•    X  a«  Defendants, 

one  had  since  died,  leavmg  one  child  an  infant.  One  of  the  kt- 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  mortgagees  against  the  trustee  of  the  ^  ^«<i  *^^r 

said  settlement,  and  the  widow  and  the  three  adult  children  of  bill  The  Court, 

the  mortgagor,  as  the  only  Defendants.  ;po»  J  motion 

rn«        oo'  ^  .-,  j^.11  e>  .y      for  a  decree  for 

The  question  was,  whether  the  mmnt  grandchildren  of  the  gale,  made  the 

mortcagor  and  the  representative  of  the  deceased  Defendant  were  df*^'®®  ***  ^ 
^^  ^  abwnceofthe 

necessary  parties.  in&nt  ceBtuis 

que  trust,  and 
of  the  represen- 
Mr.  0.  S.  LaWf  for  the  Plaintifis,  referred  to  15  &  16  Yict.  c.  tative  of  thede- 

86,  s.  42,  rule  9,  and  to  Goldsmid  v.  Stonehewer  (9  Hare,  App.  p.  J^p^^" 

xxxviii.)  affidavit  by  the 

trustee  of  the 
settlement,  that 
Mr.  Sh^heare,  for  the  Defendants,  suggested  that  this  case  was  it  would  be  for 

different  from  Goldsmid  v.  Stonehewir  (ubi  supra),  because  here,  ^l  infiaSs-^and 

a  sale  was  asked;  and  also,  because  the  trustee  had  here  no  duty  ordered  the  pro- 

to  redeem,  and  no  fund  in  his  hands  with  which  to  redeem  the  Iq^^  (^^^^  ^ 

mortgage.  The  costs  of 

the  trustee,  as 
he  would  be  a 
The  Yics-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  thought  that,  necesnry  party 

according  to  the  rule  laid  down  by  Sir  George  Turner  in  Gold-  ^^JJ^^ 

etnid  v.  Stonehewer,  the  representatives  of  the  deceased  Defend-  to  be  paid  out 

ant  ought  to  be  before  the  Courts  and,  as  a  sale  was  asked,  the  ^^^  mortgage 

TOL.  I.  [e]  B.K.W. 
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1663.  Court  must  be  satisfied  that  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the 

SiFPKBN 

Pavir.  Mr.  SliMeare  said,  that  the  trustee  would  make  an  afiidavit 

to  that  effect. 

The  Yice-Chancellob  said,  that  then  he  thought  he  could 
direct  a  sale,  and  could  also  get  rid  of  the  difficulty  as  to  parties 
by  directing  the  money  to  be  brought  into  Court,  which  he  had 
power  to  do. 

The  order  must  be  to  tax  the  costs,  and  to  take  the  common 
accounts,  and  direct  a  sale  and  payment  of  the  proceeds  into 
Court.  This  order  not  to  be  drawn  up  until  the  trustee  had 
made  ap  affidavit  that  a  sale  would  be  for  the  infant's  benefit. 

Mr.  ShMeare  aaked  for  the  costs  of  the  trustee  out  of  the 
mortgage  money,  because  he  would  be  a  necessary  party  to  the 
re-conveyance. 

The  YiCE-CuANCELLOB  Ordered  the  trustee^s  costs  to  be  so  paid. 


1864. 
Feb.  lOth. 


Smith  v.  Smith. 


MiidncripHon 
Plea. 


THIS  was  a  plea  to  the  bill  in  this  suit  in  the  following  words: 
"  That  in  the  bill  the  Plaintiff  is  described  as  of  Blank  Ilousey 
in  the  county  of  D,  **  Whereas  such  description  is  false,  the 
£Ekcts  being,  that  the  Blcmk  House  aforesaid  is  the  family  resi- 
dence of  Defendant"  (naming  him),  "  and  that  the  Plaintiff  re- 
sided there  during  the  life  of  her  late  father"  (naming  him),  '<  but 
shortly  after  his  death  she  quitted  her  home  in  company  with  a 
person  with  whom  she  had  formed  a  disgraceful  connexion,  and 
she  has  never  since  returned  to  Blank  House  aforesaid,  but  keeps 
her  place  of  residence  a  secret  from  the  Defendants  and  the  rest 
of  her  £Etmily  j  all  which  matters  and  things  the  Defendants  aver 
andaple«!uii'  to  be  true;  and  they  demand  the  judgment  of  the  Court  whether 

in  th«  bill,  the     they  ought  to  be  compelled  to  make  any  answer  to  the  said  bill 

Plaintiff  ia  de- 

Bcribed  as  of 

B-i  whereas  such  description  is  false,  the  facts  being  that  she  used  to  reside  there  during  the  life  of 

her  fiither,  ''but  shortly  after  his  death  she  quitted  her  home,"  and  had  never  since  returned,  was 

held  Insufficient,  because,  for  anything  that  appeared,  the  Plaintiff  might  not  hare  quitted  B,  till 

aiier  the  iiling  of  the  bill. 


A  misdescrip- 
tion of  the 
Plaintiff  in  the 
introduction  to 
the  bill  may  be 
taken  advan- 
tage of  by  plea. 
But  such  plea 
must  be  very 
precise  in  its 
averments,  so 
at  to  raise  the 


Smith 

V, 
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until  a  sofficient  and  tnie  description  of  the  Plaintiff*s  place  of         iSM. 
residence  has  been  supplied.** 

The  misdescription  complained  of  was  in  that  sentence  of  the 
bill  which  commenced  with  the  words  "  Humblj  complainings"         Smith 
&o.,  which  is  sometimes  called  the  introduction  to  the  bilL 

Mr.  W,  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hobhouse,  for  the  plea. — 
The  address  of  the  Plaintiff  is  important  for  the  reasons  stated  in 
Mitford  on  Pleading,  p.  42 : — "  In  the  second  place  are  contained 
the  names  of  the  parties  complainants  and  their  descriptions,  in 
which  their  abode  is  particularly  required  to  be  set  forth,  that 
the  Court  and  the  parties  Defendants  to  the  bill  may  know 
where  to  resort  to  compel  obedience  to  any  order  or  process  of 
the  Court,  and  particularly  for  payment  of  any  costs  which  may 
be  awarded  against  the  Plaintiffis,  or  to  punish  any  improper  con- 
duct in  the  course  of  the  suit."  In  Scmdys  ▼.  Long  (2  My.  <Sc 
K.  487),  there  was  a  motion  to  discharge  an  order  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor,  that  the  Plaintiff  should  give  security  for  costs,  he 
having  described  himself  as  of  CheUenham,  upon  proof  by  affida- 
vit that  he  was  not  residing  there,  and  had  not  been  for  some 
months  previous  to  the  filing  of  the  bill;  but  the  motion  was 
refused. 

In  Raidey  v.  Ecdea  (1  S.  k  S.  511),  the  Defendant  demurred, 
on  the  ground  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  stated  his  place  of  abode ; 
and  the  demurrer  being  overruled,  he  took  the  objection  by  plea 
that  the  description  was  &dse.  The  plea  was  taken  off  the  file, 
because  it  was  a  second  dilatory  filed  without  leave  of  the  Court; 
but  it  was  not  suggested  that  the  objection  could  not  be  made  by 
plea. 

At  law,  the  writ  used  to  contain  the  Plaintiff's  address,  and 
the  Defendant  could  crave  oyer  of  the  writ,  so  that  it  became 
part  of  the  pleadings;  and  any  want  of  description  or  misdescrip- 
tion could  be  pleaded  in  abatement.  Since  the  alteration  of  the 
practice,  the  course  has  been  to  apply  to  stay  proceedings  imtil 
a  proper  description  is  given.  The  reasons  for  requiring  an  exact 
description  are  thus  given  in  Story's  Pleadings  in  Equity,  p.  29, 
pi.  26 : — ''  The  object  in  each  case  of  giving,  the  names  and  de- 
scriptions of  the  parties,  is  to  enable  the  Court  and  the  other  par- 
ties in  interest  to  know  where  and  to  whom  they  may  resort  to 
compel  obedience  to  any  order  or  process  of  the  Court,  and  es- 
])ecially  for  the  payment  of  costs,  as  well  as  to  furnish  distinct 
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1854.        means  of  decision  in  all  future  oontroyersiea  in  r^gaid  to  the  si 
ject  matter  and  the  identity  of  the  parties." 

In  KirJdey  ▼.  BwrUm  (5  Madd.  378),  a  demuner  "was  allon 
to  an  amended  bill,  because  it  was  not  signed  bj  counsel;  \ 
Yice-Chanoellor  comparing  it  to  the  case  of  a  demurrer  ifor  wi 
of  an  affidavit  to  accompany  a  bill  of  interpleader,  or  a  bill 
transfer  the  jurisdiction  from  law  to  equity  upon  the  ground  o 
lost  instrument.  It  is  stated,  in  Com.  Dig.  ^  Abatement^"  £. ! 
^  K  a  Plaintiff  sues,  and  to  his  name  of  baptism  and  8um« 
adds  the  addition  of  any  place  or  vill^  and  that  be  mistakmi, 
may  be  pleaded  in  abatement"  ''  So  it  may  be  pleaded,  that  o 
suing  as  gentleman  is  no  gentleman." 

Mr.jS^oplerfor  thebilL — ^The  description  is  not  part  of  the  plei 
ing,  and  there  is  no  averment  that  the  Plaintiff  is  of  Blank  Hau 

In  AUn-eUht  v.  Suaaman  (2  Y.  &  B.  323),  the  description 
the  Plaintiff  was  that  they  were  resident  in  France,  in  the  chi 
acter  of  consuls  of  neutral  states;  and  the  question  was^  ii 
that  sufficient  to  sustain  a  plea  that  they  were  alien  enemies :  a: 
the  Lord  Chancellor  Eldon  assented  to  the  argument  that  the 
was  no  cwermenJt  that  the  Plaintifis  were  consuls.  In  JVocfi 
fiMAU  V.  Sioeetman  (1  Hog.  29),  a  description  of  the  Plaintiff 
administratrix  was  held  not  to  be  an  averment  that  she  w 
actually  administratrix;  and  a  demurrer  for  want  of  such  avi 
ment  was  allowed. 

It  is  not  said  whether  this  plea  is  negative  or  affirmative, 
it  is  attempted  to  make  it  bo^  it  is  bad  in  point  of  form. 

The  issue  tendered  by  a  plea  must  be  "a,  single,  certain,  ai 
material  point,  issuing  out  of  the  allegations  or  pleas  of  the  Plai 
tiff  and  Defendant,  consisting  regularly  upon  an  affirmative  ai 
negative : "  (Beames'  Pleas  in  Equity,  2 1).  [Yicb-Chakcellob.- 
The  averment  in  the  plea  is  certainly  not  very  distinct  as  to  t] 
time  when  the  Plaintiff  left  her  residence.]  It  is  not  sufficiei 
to  entitle  the  Defendant  to  security  for  costs.  According  to  tJ 
plea  the  Plaintiff  has  no  other  address  at  this  moment. 

It  is  true,  that,  where  a  Plaintiff  wilftdly  misrepresents  h 
place  of  residence,  he  must  give  security  for  costs:  Simpaon 
Burton  (1  Beav.  556).  But  this  is  not  so  when  he  gives  the  be 
address  he  can,  although  it  may  be  he  was  not  actually  residei 
there  when  the  bill  was  filed,  if  there  be  no  intention  of  deceit 
ing:  Hurat  v.  Fadmck  (12  Jur.  21).     The  only  necessary  d 
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scription  is  sach  as  will  identify  the  Flaintifi!  It  is  a  matter  of  ^  18M. 
tradition  that  a  Princess  of  the  Eoyal  Family  once  filed  a  bill, 
to  which  a  similar  objection  was  made;  but  it  seems  to  have 
been  thon^t,  that,  in  the  case  of  so  illustrious  a  person,  she  was 
so  well  known  that  it  was  needless  to  give  her  address  (a).  A 
corporation,  being  plaintifis,  never  give  any  address;  nor  does  the 
Attorney-General  in  an  information. 

Then  the  proper  remedy,  if  this  be  a  defect,  would  be  by  a 
motion  to  take  the  bill  off  the  fila 

Yice-Chanoellor. — ^I  have  very  little  doubt  that  a  plea  might 
be  put  in  in  this  case,  but  I  am  not  satisfied  with  the  form  of  this 
plea.  A  plea  of  this  kind  must  be  extremely  precise  in  the  is- 
sue which  it  tenders.  This  plea  is  not  very  precise  as  to  the 
fidseness  of  the  plaintiff's  description;  and  the  allegation,  that 
shortly  after  the  death  of  her  &ther  she  left  her  home,  is  too 
vague;  for  anything  that  appears^  that  might  not  be  till  after  the 
filing  of  the  bilL 

Mr.  W,  M.  James,  Q.  C,  in  reply. — ^The  plea  is,  that  the  de- 
scription is  false;  the  rest  is  merely  a  statement  of  the  &ct8 
upon  which  that  allegation  is  founded.  The  cases  mentioned  as 
analogous  differ  firom  this.  The  Attomey-Qeneral  gives  no  ad- 
dress, because  he  never  gives  security  for  costs. 

Yice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood: — 

According  to  the  books  of  practice,  a  misdescription  of  this  kind 
may  be  shewn  by  plea,  the  office  of  a  plea  being  to  shew  any  infor- 
mality in  a  substantial  part  of  the  bill;  and  it  is  a  matter  of  sub- 
stance, as  agreed  by  Lord  Redeadale,  that  there  should  be  in  the 
bill  a  statement  of  the  place  of  abode  of  the  Plaintiff  so  that 
the  Court  may  know  where  to  resort  to  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
pelling obedience  to  any  of  its  order&  There  may  be  exceptions 
to  this  rule,  like  the  case  of  the  Princess  which  has  been  men- 
tioned, or  the  Attorney-General;  but  it  is  nevertheless  the  rule^ 
and  the  parties  are  entitled  to  have  such  a  description;  and  if  it 
be  omitted,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  case  would  be  analogous  to 

(a)  See  Eeport  of  the  Chan-      evidence  of  the  late  Vice-Chan- 
cery Commission,  1824,  p.  205,      osMor  oi  England, 
where  this  fact  is  stated  in  the 

VOL.  L  [  f  ]  E.  K.  w. 
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1864.  the  omission  of  the  signatura  of  counsel,  which  is  no  part  of  t 
pleadings,  or  of  the  affidavit  denying  coUnaion  in  an  interplead 
suit,  either  of  which  defects  may  be  taken  advantage  of  by  < 
murrer.  It  seems  to  follow,  that,  if  a  false  description  be  : 
sorted,  so  as  to  obviate  the  possibility  of  a  demurrer,  the  mo 
of  raising  the  objection  must  be  by  plea.  The  case  of  Rowley 
Ecdea  (1  S.  <&  S.  511)  seems  to  shew  that  There  a  demun 
was  put  in,  which  failed,  because  on  the  fieice  of  the  bill  there  vi 
a  sufficient  statement  of  the  place  where  it  was  alleged  that  t 
Plaintiff  was  residing.  Then  a  plea  was  put  in,  that  this  sta 
ment  was  &lse;  and  it  was  not  suggested  in  the  aigmnent,  n 
did  it  occur  to  the  Courts  that  there  was  a  short  mcxle  of  d 
posing  of  the  matter,  by  saying  that  the  objection  could  not 
taken  by  plea.  It  was  said,  only,  that  there  could  not  be  t 
dilatories  without  leave  of  the  Court,  and,  therefore,  the  plea  i 
ordered  to  be  taken  off  the  file. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that  the  averments  in  this  plea  are  i 
sufficiently  distinct.  The  plea  states  that  the  description  is  fid 
That  would  be  satisfied  in  one  sense,  by  its  being  at  this  n 
ment  an  untrue  description.  It  would  not  be  a  moral  fidseho 
if  the  assertion  had  been  true  at  the  time  when  the  descripti 
was  given ;  but  it  would  be  a  &lse  description  within  the  lite] 
meaning  of  the  plea.  Nor  do  I  think  that  the  subsequent  pt 
of  the  plea  is  a  sufficient  averment  that  the  description  of  t 
Plaintiff  was  untrue  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bilL  It  would  not 
a  precise  issue  to  try,  and  a  more  exact  averment  is  necessary  \ 
fore  the  plea  can  be  allowed.  All  decisions  of  this  kind  rest  < 
very  narrow  grounds,  because  it  is  important  that  a  plea  shou 
contain  very  precise  averments.  I  recollect  a  case  before  tl 
late  y  ice-Chancellor  of  England,  where  there  was  a  plea  that  t! 
Plaintiff  had  not  proved  the  will,  and  the  Yice-Chanoellor  he 
that  the  plea,  having  called  the  instrument  "  the  will,**  had  a 
mitted  it  to  be  a  will,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  an  execute 
and  said  that  he  might  sue  before  probate.  That  was  a  stro] 
case,  but  the  Court  on  all  occasions  has  held  parties  to  the  stri< 
est  possible  form  in  a  plea,  in  order  that  it  may  tender  a  preci 
issue  for  decision.  The  plea  must,  therefore,  be  disallowed,  wi 
costs. 
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BuTCHABixr  V.  Dbesseb.  Feb.Uth. 

Mr.  BAGSHA  WEy  sen.,  moved,  with  notioe,  for  leave  to  enrol  a  Enrtdmeai  of 

decree  made  by  the  Lords  Justices,  rather  more  than  six  months  ^^^^iT^"^ 

before  the  motion.     By  this  decree,  the  judgment  of  his  Honour  Orders  of  the 

in  the  cause  had  been  affirmed,  and  the  parties  now  wished  to  J^^   "^^"^ 

carry  the  suit  into  the  House  of  Lords.     He  referred  to  the  Or-         

ders  of  the  7th  of  August^  1852,  relating  to  appeals;  and  said,  ^^'fgjd*^*,^ 

that,  to  save  time,  in  order  to  be  able  to  appeal  during  the  pre-  of  the  7th  of 

sent  session,  the  course  of  moving  at  once  with  notioe  had  been  ^^jj^^gp^^ 

adopted.  appeals,  the 

Court  to  which 

Mr.  Odxyme,  contrii,  objected  that  the  motion  should  be  made  SJ^h^Tan^nM 
to  the  Lord  Chancellor  under  Order  6.  Then  the  appeal  had  the  Lord  Chan- 
been  dismissed  with  costs,  and  these  costs  were  not  paid,  and  as  jugS^^only* 
this  party  was  now  asking  an  indulgence,  the  Court  should  put  haajurifdictbn 
him  upon  the  terms  of  first  paying  the  costs  of  the  appeal  tiBBTl^in 

which  a  decree 

rM  ^      «w  -.^  may  be  enrolled 

ViCE-ChaNCELLOR  Sir  W.  PaOB  Wood  : —  beyond  the  pe- 

I  think,  with  regard  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  that  it  is  ^'^^" 


quite  clear,  upon  the  construction  of  the  Orders,  that  the  motion  tioned  in  the 
is  to  be  made  before  that  branch  of  the  Court  to  which  the  cause         • 
is  attached.     The  1st  of  the  Orders  of  the  7th  of  August,  1852,  ap^Jhi^thia 
provides,  that  there  shall  be  no  appeal  after  the  lapse  of  five  indulgence  is 
years.     Nothing  about  leave  is  there  mentioned.     Then,  by  the  topj^^e  colli 
2nd  Order,  the  enrolment  of  a  decree  is  to  be  made  within  ofanunmcccsi- 
six  months  after  it  is  pronounced,  and  not  at  any  other  time,  the*Lori  Chan- 
without  special  leave  of  the  Court ;  and  by  the  5th  Order,  no  cellor,  but  most 
enrolment  is  to  be  made  after  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  Se  Mpli(»Sonf 
decree.     Then  it  is  provided,  by  the  6th  Order,  that  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  either  alone  or  with  the  Lords  Justices,  where  it 
shall  ap{)ear  just  and  expedient,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  enlarge 
the  periods  thereinbefore  appointed  for  a  rehearing,  an  appeal, 
or  for  an  enrolment:  that  is  to  say,  the  authority  that  made 
these  Orders  has  left  it  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  Lords  Jus- 
tices to  vary  those  particular  periods,  when  the  circumstances 
seem  to  require  it ;  but  the  Cowri,  under  the  2nd  Order,  is  to 
give  leave  for  enrolment,  that  is,  the  Court  to  which  the  cause 
is  attached;  and  I  think  that  some  very  strong  circumstances 
must  be  shewn  to  prevent  the  Court  giving  to  the  parties  leave 
to  appeal. 
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The  only  queBtion  then  ib^  as  to  the  terms  on  which  that  le 
must  be  given.  Of  ooone^  the  costs  of  this  motion  and  or 
must  be  paid;  but  I  do  not  think  that  I  can  stay  the  apf 
until  the  costs  of  the  unsuccessful  appeal  to  the  Lords  Jtusti 
are  paid. 


/V6.  nth  & 
20M. 


1850. 

The  Court  haa 
snthority  to 
make  a  Teitins 
Older  under  tM 
Tmitee  Act, 
1850,  in  caaea 
where  there  ia 
nothing  to  pie- 
yent  a  convey- 
ance of  the  tmat 
property  to  the 
tmsteea  ap- 
pointed bjthe 
Court. 


Feb.  20th. 


In  the  Matter  of  Mankiko's  Tbubtb. 
In  the  Matter  of  The  Trustee  Act,  1850. 

THIS  was  a  petition  for  the  appointment  of  trusteesy  in 
place  of  deceased  trustees^  there  being  no  power  of  appoint 
new  trustees  in  the  instrument  creating  the  trusty  and  for  a  y 
ing  order  under  the  Trustee  Act,  1850  (a). 

Mr.  Fearaan,  for  the  petition,  called  the  attention  of  the  C( 
to  the  £Bict  that  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  the  trust  propc 
being  conveyed  to  the  persons  appointed  trustees  by  the  Go 
and  said  that  the  late  Sir  James  Farkery  Y.  C,  and  Sir  J?.  A 
dersley,  Y.  C,  had  refused,  in  such  cases,  to  make  a  vesting 
der;  but  it  appeared  that  vesting  orders  in  like  cases  had  Im 
made  by  other  branches  of  the  Court. 

The  Yicb-Chakcellob  said,  that  he  would  consult  with 
other  Judges  as  to  the  proper  course. 

Yiob-Chanoellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  said,  that  he  had  o 
ferred  with  the  other  Judges,  and  found  that  vesting  orders  I 
only  been  refused  where  the  facts  of  the  particular  case  rende: 
it  improper  to  make  such  an  order.  None  of  the  learned  Jud 
had  any  hesitation  as  to  the  power  of  the  Court  to  make  such 
order,  though  there  might  exist  a  person  capable  of  executin] 
conveyance.     In  this  case  the  order  might  be  made. 


(a)  See  sect.  34,  and  15  &  16  Yict,  c  55,  s.  1. 
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1854. 
In  the  Matter  of  The  Winding-up  Acts,  1848  and  1849 ;  p^  ^^ 

In  the  Matter  of  The  National  Land  Company; 
In  the  Matter  of  Geobge  Heritage,  Gentleman,  one  &c. 

THIS  was  a  petition  by  the  official  manager,  under  the  Wind-  Wii^ingup 
ing-up  Acts,  for  the  taxation  of  the  bill  of  costs  of  Mr.  HerUage,  ,  50— Wm* 
a  solicitor,  who  had  acted  for  the  mortgagees  of  one  of  the  es-  o/ojicial 
tates  belonging  to  the  National  Land  Company.     The  petition      ^^^' 
was  headed  "  The  humble  petition  of  the  Official  Manager  of  the  ^^  »  petition 
National  Land  Company.*'  Winding-up 

Acts  by  the 

Mr.  Roxburgh  for  the  petition.  of  theC^wy, 

his  name,  if  re- 
Mr.  ChcmdleaSy  Q.  C,  contr^  objected  that  the  name  of  the  g^J^i^Jhe 
official  manager  was  not  given.  petition. 

Mr.  Roxburgh  referred  to  s.  50  of  the  Winding-up  Act,  1848, 
which  enacts,  that  all  "  proceedings  *'  on  behalf  of  the  company 
"  shall  be  cominenced  or  instituted  and  prosecuted  by  the  official 
manager,  by  the  style  and  designation  of  '  the  official  manager' 
of  such  company." 

The  Vice-Chancellok  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  held,  that,  the 
objection  having  been  made^  the  petition  must  be  amended  by 
adding  the  name  of  the  official  manager. 


VOL.  I. 


[g]  E.K.W. 
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10(700.4,0.56, 
«.  IS—Petiium 
— Society  dis* 
Bolved. 

Under  the 
Friendly  Soci- 
eties Acts,  and 
particularly  un- 
der 10  Geo.  4, 
e.  56,8.  15,  af- 
ter a  society 
within  their 
prorisions  has 
been  dissolved, 
though  iu  af- 
fiurs  are  not 
wound  up,  the 
Court  of  Chan- 
cery has  no  ju- 
risdiction upon 
petition  to  ap- 
point a  person 
to  convey  or 
assure  property 
in  the  posses- 
sion of  a  trus- 
tee, who  refuses 
to  concur  with 
his  co-trustees 
in  realising  it, 
for  the  purpose 
of  having  it  dis- 
tributed among 
the  members. 


In  the  Matter  of  The  Eolipss  Mutual  BxinEFiT  Ahkxjeai 

In  the  Matter  of  The  Friendly  Sooietieb  Acts,  10  G«o.  4,  i 
4  &  5  Will  4,  a  40,  and  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  27. 

THIS  was  the  petition  of  John  NewUm  and  John  JETcurd,  stt 
that  they,  together  with  one  William  Idle^  were  duly  appd 
trustees  of  the  Edipae  Mutual  Benefit  AssociatioD,  which  i 
Friendly  Society  duly  enrolled ;  and  that  a  sum  of  25^, 
some  interest  thereon,  was  standing  in  their  joint  names  ii 
Finsbury  Savings  Bank. 

That  dissensions  having  aiisen  in  the  said  society,  it 
agreed  that  it  should  be  dissolved;  and  a  plan  of  dissolu 
stating  the  intended  appropriation  and  division  of  the  fun 
the  said  society,  as  directed  by  the  said  Acts  of  Parliament, 
adopted  by  the  said  members,  to  the  effect;  that  the  comm 
of  management  should  sell  the  effects  of  the  said  society, 
appropriate  the  stock  and  funds  for  the  benefit  of  the  membc 
every  member  to  receive  his  proportionate  or  equal  divisic 
the  funds,  according  to  the  number  of  monthly  contribution 
had  paid. 

The  petition  stated,  that  the  petitioners  had  been  and  ^ 
desirous  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the  said  society  in  pursui 
of  the  foregoing  plan  of  dissolution;  but  that  the  said  WiH 
Idle,  although  often  requested  to  join  the  petitioners  for  the 
pose  of  withdrawing  the  above-mentioned  fund,  had  refuse 
to  do;  and  prayed  that  the  Court  would  be  pleased  to  app 
such  person,  as  to  the  Court  should  seem  meet,  on  behalf  an< 
the  name  of  the  said  William  Idle,  to  transfer  the  aforesaid  f 
to  the  petitioners. 

The  affidavit  of  the  petitioner,    John  Newton,  verified 
above  fsu^s,  and  stated,  that  the  society  was  dissolved  in  Ji 
1852,  with  the  votes  of  consent  of  five-sixths  of  the  exist 
members,  testified  under  their  hands. 

Mr.  Roxburgh,  for  the  respondents,  took  a  preliminary  obj 
tion  to  this  petition,  that,  as  it  appeared  upon  the  face  of 
petition  that  the  society  was  dissolved,  the  Court  had  no  ju 
diction,  under  the  Friendly  Societies  Acts,  to  grant  the  pra 
of  the  petition,  but  that  the  application  must  be  by  a  suil 
Chancery  in  the  usual  way. 

Mr.  Doyle,  for  the  petition,  referred  to  sect  15  of  10  Geo 
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c.  56,  which  provides,  "that,  when  and  so  often  as  any  person 
Beised  or  possessed  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or 
other  property,  or  any  estate  or  interest  therein,  as  a  trustee  of 
any  such  society  ....  shall  refuse  to  convey  or  otherwise  as- 
sure *•  the  same  "  to  the  person  duly  nominated  as  trustee  of  the 
society  in  their  stead,"  the  Courts  might  appoint  some  person  to 
convey  to  such  trustee. 

The  proper  remedy  was  hy  petition;  and  the  society,  though 
in  course  of  being  dissolved,  must  be  considered  to  exist,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  wound  up,  until  that  was  completely  done. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  seemed,  at  first, 
inclined  to  take  this  view;  but^  having  considered  the  sections 
of  the  Act,  said,  that  he  was  afraid  he  could  not  help  the  peti- 
tioners, and  must^  therefore,  dismiss  the  petition,  but  without 
costs. 


1854. 

In  re 

Thb  Eclipsb 
Mutual 
Bbkbfit 

Association. 


Hatward  v.  Hatward. 
Hayward  v.  Price. 


March  llth. 


THIS  was  a  motion  that  the  order  made  in  these  causes  on  the  practice  in 

23rd  day  of  February  last, — ^whereby  it  was  ordered  that  the  De-  Cfhamben—Eat' 

fendant  jRobert  Alexander  Price  should  attend  the  Chambers  of  it^  to  anawer 

the  Judge  to  whose  Court  these  causes  were  attached,  at  No.  1 1,  ~"g^  ^  Ia^* 

Newsqua/re,  Lincoln's  Inn,  in  the  coimty  of  Middlesex,  on  the  Ordere  47  to  52 

6th  day  of  March,  1854,  at  half-past  twelve  o'clock  in  the  after-  f^l'^f  ^^'*'^' 

noon,  to  be  examined  on  certain  interrogatories  therein  men-  

tioned,  and  in  default  thereof,  or  in  case  the  said  Defendant  jn;  cbun^ni 

should  not  then  perfectly  answer  the  said  interrogatories,  it  never  makes 

any  order  of  his 
own  authority,  but  all  the  orders  made  in  Chambers  are  orders  of  the  Judge,  and  are,  in  &ct,  made 
by  him  in  the  presence  of  the  parties,  unless  they  agree  for  their  own  convenience  to  take  the  order 
without  actually  going  before  the  Judge  in  Chambers,  or  unless  the  order  is  such  an  order  of  course 
as  would  be  made  in  Court  without  communication  with  the  Judge,  upon  simply  handing  in  a  brief 
to  the  Registrar ;  such  last-mentioned  order,  when  made  in  Chambers,  being  made  upon  the  com- 
munication of  the  Chief  Clerk  to  the  Registrar  without  the  actual  intervention  of  the  Judge. 

The  Judge  in  Chambers  is  always  accessible  to  any  of  the  parties  who  are  engaged  in  proceed- 
ings there;  and  any  party  suggesting  that  he  wishes  to  see  the  Judge  personally  can  at  once  do  so. 

If  a  person  under  examination  in  Chambers  refuse  to  give  a  sufficient  answer,  the  proper  course 
is  to  apply  to  the  Judge  to  examine  him  personally,  which  the  Judge  can  do ;  and  then,  if  he  refnse 
to  answer,  he  may  be  at  once  committed. 

The  practice  of  waiting  until  the  examinant  has  put  in  four  insufficient  answers,  and  then  applying 
for  an  order  that  he  may  stand  committed,  if  feasible  at  all,  would  involve  very  considerable  delay, 
as  the  insufficiency  of  the  several  examinations  must  be  certified  by  the  Chief  Clerk,  and  his  cer^ 
tificates  do  not  become  final  until  twelve  days  after  he  has  signed  them  under  the  Orders  47  to 
52  of  the  16th  October,  1850. 

An  order  for  committal  will  not  be  made  afier  «  third  iniofficient  examination. 
[g2] 
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was  ordered,  that  the  said  Defendant  Eoberi  Alexander  F 
should  stand  committed  to  the  Queen's  Prison  until  he  sh< 
have  perfectly  answered  the  said  interrogatories;  and  whei 
it  was  ordered,  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  proper  Taa 
Master  of  this  Court  to  tax  the  Plaintiff  his  costs  in  r^pec 
the  three  insufficient  answers  and  examinations  put  in  by 
said  Defendant  Robert  Alexander  Price;  and  whereby  it 
ordered,  that  the  said  Defendant  Robert  Alexamder  Price  she 
pay  to  the  Plaintiff  WUliam  Wdh  Hayward  such  costs  w 
taxed — might  be  discharged  or  varied. 

A  decree  had  been  made  in  these  suits,  dated  the  23rd  of  Ma 
1853,  directing  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  ti^o  of  the 
fendants  for  principal  and  interest,  in  respect  of  a  mort^agi 
them  of  certain  hereditaments;  and,  in  the  prosecution  of  i 
decree  in  Chambers,  it  became  necessary,  and  leave  was  giver 
examine  the  Defendant  Price,  who  was  one  of  the  mortgag 
upon  interrogatories.  This  was  done,  but  he  put  in  three 
sufficient  answers  to  the  interrogatories.  The  first  answer 
declared  to  be  insufficient  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  himiielf^  a 
hearing  counsel  upon  it.  The  Chief  Clerk  decided  upon  the 
sufficiency  of  the  second  and  third  answers;  and^  on  the  last 
casion,  the  further  hearing  was  adjourned  until  the  2drd 
February  last;  and  upon  that  day,  no  further  accounts  be 
given,  the  order  now  complained  of  was  made.  There  had 
been  any  formal  certificate  of  the  insufficiency  of  either  of 
examinations. 


Mr.  RoUj  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  (7o^  for  the  motion. — It  is  n 
improper,  and  even  unconstitutional,  that  this  order  shoulc 
in  this  conditional  form,  leaving  it  to  the  discretion  of  the  C 
Clerk,  and  his  judgment  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  ezaminat 
to  determine  whether  or  not  this  Defendant  should  be 
prisoned:  Alley  v.  Dale  (14  Jur.  1069). 

But  it  was  improper  to  make  the  order  at  all  in  this  case ; 
it  has  been  decided,  that  it  cannot  be  made  after  three  insi 
cient  examinations  only:  AUfrey  v.  AUfrey  (12  Beav.  G90),  f 
ton  V.  Jay  (1  Mad.  528). 

Moreover,  there  is  no  certificate  or  other  record  shewing 
fs^i  even  of  these  three  insufficient  examinations,  all  depends 
the  recollection  of  the  Chief  Clerk. 

Mr.  W,  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Heberden,  contriL iSt 

upon  Decrees,  423,  referring  to  Harrison,  476,  states,  that,  ^ 
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three  insufficient  examinations,  a  motion  may  be  made  that  the 
party  may  stand  committed."  [The  Registrai*  informed  the  Court 
that  that  was  not  the  practice.]  This  was  an  order  of  course, 
and  was,  in  fact,  the  order  of  the  Court;  and  it  is  every  day's 
practice  to  make  orders  of  course  in  this  conditional  form,  which 
are  never  referred  to  the  Judge  in  person.  [Vice-Chancellor. 
— Under  the  old  practice  a  certificate  of  default  was  made  by 
the  Master,  to  which  exceptions  could  be  taken  to  the  Court, 
and  then  by  appeal  to  a  superior  Court.  Here,  unless  I  proceed 
formally  upon  certificate,  there  could  be  no  appeal  from  my  de- 
cision to  a  superior  Couii^.] 

The  reply  was  not  called  for. 

Vice-Chancellok  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

I  think  that  this  is  a  point  of  considerable  importance  with 
reference  to  the  regularity  of  proceedings  in  Chambers.  This 
order  is  upon  the  face  of  it  irregidar;  but  that  is  explained  by 
the  fact,  that  an  application  was  made  for  an  order,  foimded 
upon  a  statement  of  the  practice  as  laid  down  in  Seton  on  De- 
crees, 423,  quoting  fi:om  Harrison,  476,  that  a  motion  may  be 
made,  on  a  party  putting  in  a  third  insufficient  examination,  that 
he  may  stand  committed.  That  is  stated  in  Seton  on  Decrees, 
p.  423,  without  any  observation.  Now,  it  is  extremely  import- 
ant that  it  should  be  imderstood,  with  reference  to  the  practice 
in  Chambers,  that  the  Chief  Clerk  never  makes  any  order  which 
can  be  called  his  own  order  in  any  sense.  All  the  orders  made 
in  Chambers  are  the  orders  of  the  Judge;  but  they  are  sometimes 
made  in  this  way :  the  Chief  Clerk  appoints  a  day  for  the  soli- 
citors of  the  parties  to  go  before  the  Judge.  They  may  then 
all  agree  that  they  do  not  wish  to  have  that  formal  attendance; 
but  that  they  wiU  take  the  order  without  it.  That  is  for  their 
own  convenience  and  not  for  that  of  the  Judge,  who,  of  course, 
is  always  accessible.  But,  if  the  order  is  then  made  without 
their  going  before  the  Judge,  still  it  is  the  order  of  the  Judge 
and  not  of  the  Chief  Clerk.  If  any  of  the  parties  wish  to  go 
before  the  Judge,  it  is  the  invariable  practice,  I  believe,  in  all 
the  Chambers,  to  give* them  an  opportunity  of  doing  so  directly. 
However,  there  are  certain  orders  of  the  Court  which  are  of 
course,  and  are  made  on  merely  handing  in  a  brief  to  the  Registrar. 
If  those  are  made  in  Chambers,  the  Chief  Clerk  is  the  medium 
of  communication  between  Chambers  and  the  Registrar  s  office. 


Hayward. 
Hatward 

V, 

Prick. 
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If  the  Registrar  were  utting  at  Chambeny  he  would  take  a  n 
of  them  directly;  but  it  is  a  proceeding  at  Chambers.  And, 
orders  of  course  are  not  matters  which  ought  to  be  submitted 
the  Judge  personally,  and  do  not  so  come  before  him  in  Gov 
but  are  made  without  communication  with  him,  the  Chief  C3i 
does  not  communicate  to  the  Judge  such  as  are  made  upon  p 
ceedings  in  Chambers. 

Now,  when  the  practice  is  examined  into,  it  appears  that  i 
dictum  which  I  have  mentioned,  as  having  been  adopted  in  Sei 
on  Decrees,  has  misled  the  parties  in  this  case.  It  appears  tl 
the  Registrars  know  of  no  such  practice;  and  AUfirey  ▼.  AUfi 
(12  Beav.  620),  has  decided,  that  an  order  for  committal  com 
be  obtained  till  after  a  fourth  insufficient  examination,  if  at  i 
by  analogy  to  the  practice  in  case  of  insufficient  answers;  a 
therefore,  in  this  case,  the  party  was  in  error  in  applying  for  t! 
order  as  an  order  of  course.  It  is  clear,  that  the  Chief  Ck 
would  never  have  thought  himself  authorised  to  issue  an  oid 
except  as  of  course.  Being  asked  here  for  an  absolute  order  : 
committal,  he  appears  to  have  suggested  the  more  lenient  coo: 
of  making  the  order  in  the  conditional  form  in  which  it  n 
here  made,  and  the  parties  seem  to  have  agreed  to  have  it  ma 
in  this  form;  but  that  consent  was  not  expressed  upon  the  fi 
of  the  proceedings,  and  therefore  they  would  be  irregular.  B 
suppose  that  the  order  had  been  made  in  the  form  in  which  it 
stated  in  Seton  that  it  may  be  made,  it  would  not  be  right,  1 
cause  it  must  be  made  after  a  fourth  and  not  a  third  insnfficie 
examination.  But  there  is  a  still  higher  ground,  which  tth^Viw 
important  to  consider,  with  reference  to  future  proceedings,  wl 
was  the  right  course  to  be  taken.  If  the  course  suggested  1 
the  passage  in  Seton  is  to  be  pursued,  there  must  be  a  successit 
of  certificates  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  examinations,  and  thi 
at  every  step,  the  party  would  be  at  liberty  to  take  the  opinio 
of  the  Judge  upon  the  matter  so  certified  (15  &  16  Vict,  c  i 
B.  33,  and  Orders  47  to  52,  16th  October,  1852);  and  thus,  I 
fore  the  final  order  was  made,  the  party  would  be  able  to  appe 
Or,  there  might  be  an  application  for  a  serjeant-at-arms,  ai 
then  the  usual  order  would  be,  that  the  party  put  in  his  ex 
mination  within  four  days,  or,  in  default,  that  the  serjeant-c 
arms  take  him  into  custody  {DanieCa  Chancery  Practice,  1129). 
do  not  think  that  the  dictum  in  the  case  o^  Alley  v.  Dale  C. 
Jut.  1069)  applies  to  the  practice  of  this  Court     Orders  a 
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constantly  made,  that  a  person  shonld  do  a  certain  act,  or,  in  de- 
fault, that  he  should  stand  committed ;  and  the  party  is  not  in 
custody  immediately  upon  default,  for  a  certificate  of  the  default 
must  intervene,  and  that  must  be  dated  on  the  day  upon  which 
the  application  for  his  committal  is  made.  I  accede  to  the  justice 
of  Mr.  RolCa  observation,  that  there  is  no  record  of  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  examinations  in  this  case.  Subject  to  the  remark 
that  the  order  to  make  a  further  answer  implies  the  insufficiency, 
that  is  so;  but  the  inconvenience  of  insisting  upon  such  a  course 
is  obvious,  and  I  am  glad  that  there  is  a  way  of  escaping  from  it. 
If  it  were  necessary  to  have  a  certificate  of  the  insufficiency  of 
.  every  examination,  there  being  four  days  allowed  after  the  certifi- 
cate has  been  signed  by  the  Chief  Clerk  to  obtain  a  summons  to 
take  the  opinion  of  the  Judge  upon  it  (Orders  47  and  48  of  16th 
Jctober,  1850),  and  eight  days  more  after  the  certificate  is  filed, 
within  which  the  opinion  of  the  Court  may  be  taken  (Order  51), 
that  would  be  thirty-six  days,  in  case  of  three  examinations,  be- 
fore the  matter  could  be  brought  to  such  a  test  as  to  fix  the  ex&- 
minant  with  the  consequences  of  his  contempt.  But  the  course 
which  I  have  power  to  take,  and  which  I  shall  foUow  in  future, 
in  a  case  of  this  description,  is  to  examine  the  party  myself  in 
person,  and  then  I  can  commit  him  immediately  upon  his  re- 
fusing to  give  a  sufficient  answer  to  any  question.  A  person 
attending  at  Chambers  has  only  to  suggest  that  he  wishes  to  see 
the  Judge  personally,  and  he  can  at  once  do  so.  In  this  case,  if 
I  had  been  asked  in  the  first  instance  to  examine  this  Defendant, 
I  could  have  committed  him  if  he  had  refused  to  answer  with- 
out delay.  However,  as  the  course  which  has  been  taken  here 
was  irregular,  according  to  the  decided  case  of  AUfrey  v.  AUfrey 
(12  Beav.  620),  I  must  allow  this  motion,  and,  though  most  re- 
luctantly, with  costs. 


18M. 


Prick. 
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March  14^A, 
16<A,  dt  17M. 
Staying  Pro- 
ce&Hngs — Mo- 
tion by  a  De- 
fendant —Rc' 
ceiver. 


Paynteb  v.  Cabew. 


THIS  was  a  motion  Jby  one  of  the  Defendants,  to  stay  proceed 
in  this  suit. 

The  Plaintiff  was  a  third  mortgagee,  and  the  bill  was  file 
him  against  thirty-nine  Defendants,  of  whom  some  were  inc 
In  a  foreclosure  ^^^*"^c®^  ^P^^  *^®  estate  prior  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  others, 
mortgagor  and  subsequent  incumbrancers.  The  bill  prayed 
an  account,  and  a  sale  or  redemption  against  the  prior  inc 
brancers,  and  foreclosure  against  the  other  Defendants,  and  1 
receiver.  A  receiver  had  been  appointed  in  the  suit.  The 
fendant  now  moving  was  the  eighth  incumbrancer.  He 
£ving  pre^"  °'  himself  instituted  a  similar  suit  before  the  commencemen 
viously  paid  or  this,  but  had  not  yet  prosecuted  it  to  a  hearing.  The  mc 
was  in  terms,  that,  on  payment  by  this  Defendant,  within  a  un 
after  the  date  of  the  order  to  be  made  on  the  motion,  to 
Plaintiff  of  his  principal  and  interest,  and  the  taxed  costs  oi 
Plaintiff  and  of  all  the  other  Defendants,  all  further  proc 
ings  in  the  suit  might  be  stayed. 


suit,  the  Court 
will  not  stay 
proceedings  on 
the  application 
of  a  Defendant, 
except  upon  the 
terms  of  his 


Mr.  Amphlett,  for  the  motion,  cited  Perriberton  v.  Topha% 
Beav.  316),  which  was  a  creditor's  suit,  and  the  bill  was  dismi 
on  the  motion  of  the  executors,  "  that,  on  payment  to  the  PI 


tendered  to  the 
Plaintiff  his 
principal  and 
interest  and  all 
the  costs  of  the 
suit.     Other 
incumbrancers, 
who  are  parties 
to  the  suit, 
have  not  such 
an  interest  in 
it  as  to  enable 
them  success- 

a  motion  to  stay  *^^  ^^  ^^®  amount  due"  to  him  "  for  principal  and  interest,  t< 
proceedings,  be-  ther  with  costs  of  suit,  to  be  ascertained  by  the  Master,  this 
^^'  might  stand  dismissed;"  and  the  order  was  made,  although  it 
objected  that  the  Plaintiff  could  not  dismiss  a  bill  filed 
on  his  own  behalf  only,  but  also  on  behalf  of  all  the  other  cr 
tors  of  the  testator.     Here,  if  there  had  not  been  a  receiver, 
Defendant  need  not  have  served  the  other  Defendants ;  but 
Darner  v.  L(yrd  Porta/rlington  (2  Ph.  30),  the  proceedings  -^ 
*"  ^^^-  ^  ^^^  stayed,  notwithstanding  that  a  receiver  had  been  appointed, 
-     order  staying  proceedings  being  expressly  "  without  prejudio 
the  order  made  in  the  cause  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiv 
In  that  case  the  suit  was  by  the  trustee  of  a  deed,  by  which 
tain  mortgages  had  been  consolidated,  and  the  property  vei 
in  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  who  had  contributed 


tiff  might  at 
any  time  dis- 
miss the  bill 
against  them 
upon  pajTnent 
of  their  costs. 

The  Court 
will  not  make 


on  pa}inent  of 
principal,  in- 
terest, and 
costs  on  A  fu- 
ture specified 
day,  however 
near,  because 
the  right  of  a 
mortgagee  is  to 
pursue  any^  or 
all  of  his  remedies  without  hindrance,  until  he  actually  obtains  payment  of  his  demand. 

When  a  suit  is  brought  to  a  conclusion  upon  a  motion  of  this  kind,  moneys  in  the  hands 
receiver  appointed  in  the  suit  belong  to  the  person  who  was  in  possession  of  the  estate  when 
receiver  was  appointed. 


requisite  funds,  with  a  power  of  sale  in  case  of  default  of  rej 
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ment  of  the  moneys  before  a  oeritin  day.  The  Plaintiff,  bemdea 
being  a  trustee,  was  one  of  the  persons  who  had  advanced  part 
of  the  fund,  and  was  also  a  subsequent  incumbrancer,  and  the 
object  of  the  suit  was  to  carry  the  trusts  of  the  deed  into  effect. 
And  in  Davis  v.  The  Duke  of  Ma/rlhorough  (2  Swanst.  168),  where 
the  grantee  of  an  annuity  secured  upon  an  estate  had  filed  his 
bill  against  the  owner  and  prior  incumbrancers  and  others,  for  a 
declaration  of  priorities  and  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  a  receiver 
had  been  appointed  on  behalf  of  all  parties,  and  subsequently  the 
Plaintiff*s  demand  had  been  satisfied,  but  the  other  creditors  ob- 
jected to  the  receiver  being  discharged — ^Lord  Eldon  said,  "  I  ap- 
prehend, that,  with  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  have  the  receiver 
must  fall  the  rights  of  the  other  parties.  It  would  be  most  ex- 
traordinary, if,  because  a  receiver  has  been  appointed  on  behalf 
of  the  Plaintiff,  any  Defendant  is  entitled  to  have  a  receiver  ap- 
pointed on  his  behal£  My  decided  opinion  is,  that  the  order  for 
a  receiver  must  be  discharged,  and  that  all  falls  together.  The 
Defendants  may  file  a  bill,  but  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
would  not  have  affected  their  legal  estate." 

Mr.  WtUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Southgate  with  him,  for  a  prior 
incumbrancer,  supported  the  application,  citing  Smith  v.  Oreen 
(1  Coll.  555),  which  is  referred  to  in  the  judgment. 

Mr.  Elderlon  and  Mr.  Schomberg  for  other  incumbrancers  sub- 
sequent both  to  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  now  moving, 
consented. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Giffaa-d,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended,  that 
his  right  was  to  have  not  only  an  order  for  payment  of  the  money, 
but  for  foreclosure  or  sale  in  default,  and  the  remedies  which 
the  Court  provides  in  that  case,  and  also  a  decree  for  redemption 
against  the  prior  incumbrancers.  The  mortgagee,  who  was  mov- 
ing, had  no  privity  with  the  Plaintiff,  in  whose  place  he  was 
seeking  to  put  himsel£  He  had  only  a  right  to  redeem  the 
Plaintiff:  HamaboUom  v.  Wallis  (Coote  on  Mortgages,  App.,  p. 
570),  Praed  v.  UuU  (1  S.  &  S.  331). 


1864. 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q  C,  and  Mr.  Sdwyn,  for  prior  incumbrancers^ 
said,  that  they  had  forborne  to  sue,  trusting  to  this  suit,  in  which 
it  was  proposed  to  redeem  them,  being  prosecuted;  and  there- 
fore objected  to  the  application. 
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Mr.  i2o6<on>  Mr.  J.  JJ.  Po^fiwr,  Mr.  G.  L.  RussM,  Mr.  Canla 
Mr.  Cracknell,  Mr.  Algerrum  Cox,  Mr.  Tripp,  Mr.  Roche^  and 
Wmtle,  for  other  inoumbrancerSy  opposed  the  application. 

Mr.  AmphleU,  in  reply,  offered  to  submit  to  a  decree  for  i 
closure  in  default  of  payment  on  the  day  fixed,  and  that  i 
day  should  be  as  soon  as  the  Court  might  think  fit. 

Yicb-Chafosllob  Sir  W.  Paok  Wood  : — 

I  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  other  Defendants  have  no  in 
est  to  oppose  a  motion  like  this,  by  which  one  Defendant ; 
poses  to  stay  proceedings  on  giving  to  the  Plaintiff  all  bis  p 
cipal  and  interest,  and  paying  all  his  costs,  including  those  of 
Defendants  for  which  the  Plaintiff  is  liable.  The  answei 
their  objection  is,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  dominus  litis  until  dec 
and  they  are  subject  at  any  time  to  have  the  suit  put  an  en< 
if  the  Plaintiff  chooses  to  dismiss  the  bill;  and  they  cannot 
jeot  to  that,  because  they  have  trusted  to  his  conducting  the  j 
partly  for  their  benefit  (a). 

The  order  in  Darner  v.  Earl  of  PartarUngton  (2  Ph.  30), 
fact,  proceeded  upon  that  footing.  The  suit  was  to  cany  i 
e£fect  the  trusts  of  a  certain  deed,  of  which  the  Plaintiff  bed 
his  personal  interest  in  the  suit,  was  one  of  the  trustees;  and 
Plaintiff  argued, — "  You  do  not  give  me  the  relief  to  which  I 
entitled  in  this  suit,  unless  you  bind  the  other  defendants  h 
decree,  because  I  am  one  of  their  trustees,  and  they  may  hi 
some  claim  against  me  hereafter,  if  I  should  forego  the  prose 
tion  of  the  account  against  the  other  trustees;  and,  therefore 
must  have  their  concurrence:"  and  the  Court  there  required  i 
consent  of  all  the  parties  to  the  trust  deed,  but  not  of  the  otl 
Defendants,  before  making  the  order.  The  same  principle  i 
recognised  in  the  case  which  has  been  cited  of  Davis  v.  The  D\ 
of  Marlborough  (2  Swanst.  168). 

It  is  true,  that  staying  the  proceedings  might  occasion  some 
convenience  in  a  case  like  this,  where  there  are  so  many  Defei 
ants,  because  another  suit  will  probably  have  to  be  institute 
but  I  do  not  think  that  I  am  at  liberty  to  regard  that.  I  am  i 
in  a  condition  to  say,  that  any  one  Defendant,  who  wishes  to 
liberated  firom  litigation,  should  not  be  entitled  to  put  himself 
the  position  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  thus  get  rid  of  the  suit  agaij 
himself.     The  suit  in  this  oase^  however,  is  by  a  mortgagee;  a 

(a)  So  in  a  creditor's  suit:  Woodgaie  v.  Field,  2  Hare,  214. 
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in  DatMr  v.  Earl  oj  Fartarlingtan  (2  Ph.  30),  it  was  by  a  trus-         1854. 
tee,  to  carry  into  e£fect  certain  trusts,  including  a  trust  for  sale, 
to  satisfy  sundry  chaises;  and  the  trustee  was  himself  one  of  the 
persons  interested  under  the  deed,  and  also  a  subsequent  incum- 
brancer.    The  argument  for  the  Plaintiff  in  opposition  to  the  mo- 
tion to  stay  proceedings  in  that  case  was  this — "  The  mere  jjay- 
ment  of  the  Plaintiff's  personal  demand  under  the  deed  will  not 
exhaust  his  interest  in  the  suit,  or  consequently  justify  the  Court 
in  staying  the  proceedings;  for  he  is  interested  in  the  aooounta 
prayed  against  the  other  trustees,  and  in  recovering  the  balances 
due  from  them,  not  only  as  a  subsequent  incumbrancer,  but  as 
being  liable  in  his  charadier  of  trustee  to  the  other  subsequent 
incimibrancers.**     The  trustee  did  not  there  insist  upon  any  right 
of  proceeding  to  a  sale  in  consequence  of  any  default;  nor  was 
it  a  suit  for  foreclosure,  but  merely  for  execution  of  the  trusts, 
and,  in  that  manner,  for  a  sala     The  Lord  Chancellor  answered 
that  argument  thus—  The  Plaintiff  "  would  be  liable  for  his  own 
acts,  but  not  for  the  acts  of  any  one  else.     He  would  not  be  lia- 
ble for  the  misconduct  of  the  trustees  prior  to  his  own  appoint- 
ment, merely  because  he  did  not  file  a  bill  against  them."     In 
this  case,  the  Plaintiff  being  a  mortgagee,  and  having  a  right  in 
that  character,  which  is  recognised  in  the  fullest  manner  in  this 
Court,  to  proceed  upon  every  one  of  his  remedies,  by  actions  of 
ejectment  and  covenant,  and  bill  to  redeem  or  foreclose,  with- 
out any  possibility  of  stopping  him,  except  by  handing  over  the 
money  due  to  him  ujion  his  security,  I  am  asked  to  stay  these 
proceedings  for  foreclosure  by  an  order,  which  is  not  to  give  the 
Plaintiff  a  foreclosure  in  case  of  default  of  payment,  but  simply 
that,  upon  payment  within  any  time  which  the  Court  may  fix, 
all  the  proceedings  may  be  stayed.     In  the  event  of  default  of 
payment,  the  inconvenience  of  such  an  order  would  be  very  great. 
This  application  was  not  made  until  the  cause  was  on  the  point 
of  being  heard.     It  is,  in  effect,  to  interpose  delay  in  the  pro- 
ceedings of  a  mortgagee,  which  the  Court  has  never  taken  upon 
itself  to  do  with  reference  to  any  of  his  remedies.     There  is  only 
one  mode  of  doing  it,  and  this  seems  to  have  been  recognised  by 
the  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  in  that  case  before  him,  which 
has  been  cited.  Smith  v.  Green  (1  Coll.  555),     In  that  case,  a  cor- 
respondence is  set  out,  of  which  the  result  is,  that,  after  several 
proposals,  on  the  18th  of  September,  1843,  the  Defendant  Bevir, 
with  MiUlings,  the  brother  of  another  Defendant,  "  went  to  the 
office  of  the  Plaintiffs  solicitor,  and,  producing  1000^.  in  bank 
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1854.  noteB,  stated,  that  he  was  about  to  go  to  Londony  to  put  in  ] 
answer;  but,  before  doing  so,  tendered  the  notes  in  payment 
the  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  mortgage,  and  added,  wj 
respect  to  costs,  that  he  would  either  deposit  in  the  hands  of  t 
solicitor  of  the  Plaintiflf  a  sum  for  their  payment,  or  would  gi 
an  undertaking  for  that  purpose.  The  witness  MuUings  add 
that  his  brother  would  join  in  the  undertaking.  The  Plaintii 
solicitor  declined  to  receive  the  money,  without,  as  the  witn< 
for  the  Defendants  stated,  assigning  any  reason." 

The  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  observing  the  date,  and  tl 
there  had  been  several  previous  offers,  said — '^  Assuming  i 
commencement  of  the  original  suit  to  have  been  justifiable;  I  x 
under  the  necessity  of  looking  at  what  took  place  in  the  inter" 
between  that  time  and  the  1 9th  of  September  following,  especia 
on  the  18th  of  that  September  and  in  the  preceding  month  1 
offers  and  communications  made  in  that  interval  were  such  as, 
my  opinion,  ought  to  have  had  the  effect  of  stopping  all  litigati 
upon  the  18th  of  September,  1843."  That  is  the  day  on  whi 
all  the  money  was  tendered;  and  then  he  said,  that  it  was  urg 
that  a  mortgagee,  under  the  statute  7  Geo.  2,  c.  20,  had  a  rig 
to  refuse  to  assign,  as  disdnguished  from  reconveying.  **  Bo 
he  said,  ^Hhose  considerations  do  not,  in  my  view,  make  any  d 
ference.  Mr.  MuUings  and  Mr.  Bevir,  or  either  of  them,  may 
may  not  have  been  able  and  entitled  to  apply  to  the  Court  und 
the  statute.  For  the  purpose  now  under  consideration,  they  we 
not  in  my  opinion  under  any  obligation  to  take  that  course;  an 
as  to  assigning,  the  strict  law  may,  in  a  sense,  be  as  stated  by  tl 
Plaintiff^s  counsel.  But,  it  must  be  remembered,  that  af^signin 
to  a  stranger,  and  assigning  to  a  man  who  has  a  right  to  redeen 
are  different  things;  and  it  must  be  remembered,  also,  what  sp 
cies  of  conveyance  or  assignment  Mr.  Smith  will,  if  redeemc 
by  Mr.  MuUings  in  this  suit,  be  under  the  necessity  of  exocutin; 
If  the  Plaintiff  had  objected  to  assign  his  debt,  so  as,  keepiii 
it  alive,  to  authorise  his  name  to  be  used  afterwards  in  an  actio] 
that  objection,  of  however  precise  and  rigid  a  kind,  would  vei 
possibly  have  been  thought  sustainable.  But  I  have  not  o1 
served  any  trace  of  such  a  point  having  been  taken;  and  to  sa; 
that  a  first  mortgagee  ought  not,  without  a  judicial  proceeding,  i 
accept  payment  from  a  second  mortgagee,  and  thereupon  to  ooi 
vey  to  him  the  mortgaged  estate,  with  or  without  the  concurrent 
of  the  mortgagor,  where  the  second  mortgagee  does  not  desire  tJ 
mortgagor's  concurrence,  is  too  much" 
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I  entirely  conoar  with  that;  I  am  asked  to  sappose  what  that         ^354^ 
learned  Judge  would  have  done  on  a  motion  like  this.     If  an  ofier 
were  made,  as  here,  to  pay  within  a  given  time  all  that  the  Plain- 
tiff requires,  with  the  costs  of  the  suit,  I  think  that  he  woidd  haye 
said,  "  You  must  either  pay  the  money  down,  or  shew  that  you 
have  made  a  tender,  or  all  that  I  can  do  is  to  make  a  decree  for 
foreclosure;  I  have  no  power  to  take  a  middle  course,  by  order- 
ing that,  upon  payment  of  the  moneys  at  a  future  given  time,  the 
proceedings  should  be  stayed;  such  an  order  would  be  an  inter- 
ference in  the  cause  to  the  prejudice  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  is  a 
mortgagee."    Mr.  Amphlett  bsljb,  that  he  does  not  ask  to  stay 
proceedings  in  the  meantime;  but  the  reason  for  bringing  on  this 
motion  was,  to  prevent  the  brie&  being  delivered;  and,  it  would 
be  absurd  to  make  a  conditional  order,  which  would  allow  the 
cause  to  come  into  the  paper  before  it  is  known  whether  the  or- 
der would  be  complied  with  or  not.     Then,  it  is  said,  that  the 
Defendant  will  submit  to  a  decree  against  him  for  foreclosure;  but 
to  make  a  partial  decree  against  one  Defendant  is  a  course  that 
has  never  been  adopted,  and  one  which  would  lead  to  a  singular 
state  of  things  if  it  were;  I,  however,  know  of  no  such  instance. 
The  case  of  Fraed  v.  Hull  (1  S.  &  S.  331)  goes  &r  to  shew,  not 
only  the  view  of  the  Judge  in  such  cases  as  this,  but  the  reasonar 
bleness  of  that  view.     In  Fraed  v.  ffuU  (1  S.  <fe  S.  331),  the  mo- 
tion was  for  an  account,  which  would  have  delayed  the  Plaintiff 
more  than  what  is  here  sought;  and  reference  was  made  to  the 
statute  7  Geo.  2,  c.  20,  concerning  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  very 
truly  said,  that  the  statute  was  unnecessaxy  with  regard  to 
Courts  of  equity,  but  gave  a  new  jurisdiction  in  case  of  mortgages 
to  Courts  of  law;  Courts  of  equity  always  had  that  power  of  stay- 
ing proceedings :  but  the  statute  requires  (sect.  2)  that  the  De- 
fendant should  submit  to  "  such  order  or  decree  "  in  the  suit  as 
the  Court  might  or  could  have  made  therein,  if  the  suit  had  regu- 
larly been  brought  to  a  hearing;  and  that  is  a  perfectly  reasonable 
course.     I  can  do  nothing  less  than  that,  unless  the  money  has 
been  paid  or  tendered  to  the  Plaintiff;  and,  therefore,  this  appli- 
cation is  premature.     If  the  money  had  been  tendered  and  de- 
clined, it  might  have  been  a  different  case. 

Mr.  Amphlett  asked,  that  the  motion  might  be  allowed  to  stand 
over  for  forty-eight  hours,  to  give  an  opportunity  of  making  such 
a  tender  and  then  renewing  the  motion,  to  avoid  the  great  ex« 
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pense  of  making  a  new  motion.     The  proceedings  in  the  suit 
might  continue  meanwhile. 

Mr.  EoU,  Q.  C,  objected  that  the  costs  of  the  suit,  ^which  were 
necessarily  very  heavy,  could  not  be  taxed  in  that  time. 

Mr.  AmpMett  said,  that  a  sum  of  money  sufficient  to  meet 
them  should  be  paid  into  Court  for  that  purpose. 

The  Viob-Chancellor. — ^I  do  not  encourage  the  motion;  but 
it  is  difficult  to  see  what  interest  the  Plaintiff  can  have  to  object 
to  that.  I  will  postpone  making  the  order  on  this  motion  until 
the  day  after  to-morrow,  it  being  clearly  understood,  that  I  do 
not  delay  the  proceedings  in  the  suit  for  a  moment. 


March  IQth.  Mr.  AmphleU  read  to  the  Court  an  affidavit,  shewing  that  a 
tender  had  been  made  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff  of  his 
principal  and  interest,  and  an  offer  made  to  pay  into  Ck>art  any 
sum  which  might  be  thought  necessary  to  provide  for  the  coeta 
when  taxed.  He  cited  two  manuscript  cases,  Jtmes  ▼.  jTinne^f  and 
ChaUie  v.  Gtoynne,  of  whidi  short  statements  will  be  found  infia, 
pp.  xlv.  &  xlvi. 

ViCB-CHANCfELLOR  SiR  W.  PaOE  WoOD  : — 

I  think  that  the  cases  cited  go  a  great  deal  farther  than  the 
case  now  argued.  The  only  point  of  difficulty  suggested  is,  whe- 
ther a  third  mortgagee  would  have  a  right  to  proceed  to  make 
this  application,  some  other  person  having  a  prior  right  to  redeem. 
What  was  wanted  in  one  of  those  cases  was  a  delivery  of  deeds, 
which  is  not  asked  here.  The  Plaintiff,  in  this  case,  is  the  second 
or  third  incumbrancer,  and  he  only  asks  an  assignment  of  the  in- 
cumbrances, and  does  not  ask  anything  about  the  deeds.  In  the 
cited  cases  no  application  for  possession  of  the  deeds  could  be  made 
imtil  the  second  incumbrancer  was  got  rid  of,  but  only  for  pay- 
ment of  the  debt.  But  the  principle  upon  which  all  the  cases 
have  turned  has  been,  that  it  is — ^if  not  quite  a  matter  of  right,  so 
much  so  that  I  know  of  no  instance  in  which  it  has  been  refused 
— ^that  any  person  brought  here  as  a  Defendant  may  say — "  I 
am  not  desirous  of  continuing  in  this  suit.  Whatever  my  rea- 
son may  be,  is  immaterial  I  may  think  that  I  could  conduct 
the  suit  better  mysel£    As  the  Plainti£^  up  to  the  decree  at 
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least,  is  the  only  person  harassing  me  in  this  suit,  and  who  has  |g^ 
authority  to  obtain  an  account,  I  insist  on  getting  rid  of  him  by 
giving  to  him  eyer3rthing  he  asks  in  the  suit."  All  that  the 
Plaintiff  can  seek  to  have  is  the  money  in  his  hands;  or,  although 
some  cases  have  gone  fisurther,  to  have  an  absolute  decree,  by 
which,  on  non-payment  of  the  money,  he  can  foreclose;  and, 
therefore,  upon  the  former  occasion,  it  seemed  to  me  that  the 
party  not  having  the  money,  and  not  having  had  any  tender  of 
it  made  to  him,  could  not  be  boimd  to  stay  proceedings;  nor,  al- 
though other  Judges  have  thought  differently,  that  I  could  stop 
him  for  an  hour  in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit. 

With  regard  to  the  Plaintiff  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  how  he  can 
desire  to  have  the  suit  continued,  having  his  debt  and  costs  and 
complete  indemnity.  It  is  impossible  for  him  to  have  any 
ground  for  resisting  what  is  now  asked.  It  is  easy  to  make  sug- 
gestions of  wrong  motives  for  this  motion;  but  there  are  also 
vefy  proper  motives  which  may  be  suggested :  for  instance,  the 
Defendant  may  consider  that  he  could  conduct  the  suit  more 
economically  than  at  present.  The  only  motive  that  has  been 
suggested  is,  that  the  Plaintiff  will  be  paid  somewhat  before  his 
time.  He  might  expect  that  the  ordinary  time  in  a  foreclosure 
suit  would  elapse  before  his  payment.  I  think,  however,  that 
that  objection  is  hardly  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  party  who 
files  a  bilL  He  must  be  taken  to  say — *^  1  wish  for  my  money 
at  once,  and  now  make  a  demand  for  it;"  and,  then,  a  Defendant 
may  say — "  Here  is  the  money,  and  the  suit  must  be  stayed." 

With  regard  to  the  other  Defendants,  it  is  strongly  urged, 
that  they  are  subjected  to  considerable  inconvenience;  and  I 
think  that  they  are,  first  in  their  position  as  to  costs.  In  all  the 
cases,  except  Bamer  v.  Lord  Portarlington,  the  orders  made 
seem  to  carry  into  efiect  the  doctrine,  that  when  a  Defendant  has 
bought  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff  as  one  of  those  rights  he  may 
dismiss  the  bill,  as  the  Plaintiff  might  do.  It  may  be  suggested, 
as  a  hardship  to  the  Defendants,  that  they  should  be  brought 
into  one  litigation,  and  then  paid  off  and  subjected  to  another, 
considering  the  difference  which  every  one  knows  to  exist  be- 
tween costs  as  between  party  and  party,  and  costs  as  between 
solicitor  and  client. 

Ajiother  reason  suggested  is,  that  the  Defendants  have  relied 
upon  the  Plaintiff  in  this  suit;  and  it  is  a  hardship  upon  them 
that  another  person  should  put  himself  in  the  Plaintiff's  position, 

VOL.  I.  [  h  ]  E.  K.  w. 
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1854.  ^^d  dismiss  the  suit  by  which  these  Defendants  hoped  to  oh 
their  rights.  But  I  think  that  there  is  neither  authority 
principle  for  that  objection;  and  the  answer  to  it  ia|y  that  e^ 
party  brought  into  Court  as  a  Defendant  must  kno^  that»  i: 
decree,  he  has  no  control  whatever  over  the  suit,  but  is  subjec 
the  Plaintiff*s  caprice  in  dismissing  it  whenever  he  may  pLi 
It  can  be  no  defence  to  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  bill,  to  say 
one  of  the  Defendants  has  bought  off  the  Plaintiff  and  dcme 
for  a  vexatious  reason.  Every  person  who  ¥n8he8  to  asaei 
right  can  only  depend  upon  his  own  separate  exertions  by  n 
ing  himself  the  Plaintiff  up  to  the  decree. 

Another  observation  which  I  may  make  is,  that,  afier  all,  tl 
is  a  security  against  capricious  applications  of  this  kind,  e 
cially  in  this  case,  in  which  I  have  had  the  pleasure  of  heai 
about  fifteen  counsel,  and  there  are  thirty-nine  Defenda 
The  necessity  of  paying  the  costs  of  all  those  parties  is  a  guaj 
tee  that  motions  of  this  kind  will  not  be  made  idly.  I  may 
serve,  too,  in  reasoning  upon  the  justice  of  this  rule^  tha 
would  be  impossible,  except  by  arrangement,  for  the  Defend 
to  have  those  costs  added  to  his  mortgage  debt^  for  the  sui 
stayed  for  his  own  convenience. 

The  proper  order  as  to  the  receiver  wiQ  be  according  to 
form  in  Dcma  v.  Hie  Duke  of  Marlborough  (2  Swanst.  168),  wl 
has  the  authority  of  Lord  Eldon,  and  upon  which,  therefore,  i 
not  necessary  to  make  any  observation;  he  is  the  Plaintiff*8 
ceiver,  and  the  Defendants  had  nothing  to  do  with  it.  W] 
may  have  to  be  done  with  the  rents  in  his  hands  is  another  qi] 
tion,  which  seems  to  have  been  a  difficulty  in  Darner  v.  Li 
Portarlington  (2  Ph.  30),  where  the  order  was  made  with< 
prejudice  to  the  order  appointing  a  receiver. 

It  was  agreed  that  1 000^.  should  be  paid  into  Court  to  ans^ 
the  costs,  which  were  ordered  to  be  taxed  as  between  party  a 
party,  and  paid  out  of  that  fund,  and  the  deficiency,  if  any,  to 
made  good  by  the  party  moving. 

March  17 th.  The  Vice-chancellor  said,  that  the  money  in  the  hands 
the  receiver  must  be  paid  to  the  mortgagor,  as  he  was  in  poaa 
sion  when  the  receiver  was  appointed,  referring  to  Wright 
MilcJM  (18  Ves.  293). 
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1845. 
JOITES  V.  TnwEY.  """^v — ' 

Dee.  20th. 

THIS  was  a  bill  by  Damd  Jones  who  was  the  first  mortgagee  in    v.-C.  Knight 

person  of  part,  and  represented  the  second  mortgagee  of  the  rest         Bruck. 

of  certain  hereditaments,  against  WiUiam  Henrg  Tinneyy  WiUiaan  in  a  suit  for 

Fellow  Herbert  and  Robert  Vaughan  Richards,  who  represented  foreclosure  and 

rcdempUon  by 
the  first  mortgagee  of  the  part  of  the  premises  of  which  the  one  of  several 

Plaintiff  was  the  second  mortgagee,  and  against  the  mortgagor,  "uccessive  mort- 
and  numerous  subsequent  incumbrancers  as  Defendants,  for  re-  motion  by  a 

demption  and  foreclosure,  and  for  delivery  to  the  Plaintiff  of  the  »ub8equent  in- 

.  cambrancer,  the 

title  deeds  of  the  mortp;aged  property.     A  motion  was  made  be-  bill  was  or- 

fore  answer  by  Dcmid  Lloyd  Ha/rria,  a  subsequent  incumbrancer,  ^^^^  be  dia- 
substantially  to  stay  proceedings  on  payment  to  the  Plaintiff  of  cosu  against  all 
the  amoimt  of  his  mortgage.  ^^t^^  ^^- 

oat  prejudice  to 
Mr.  Kenyon  Parker^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Freeling,  for  the  motion,    any  other  suit, 

upon  payment 
bytheDefen^ 
W  Sir  Frcmcis  Simkmson  for  the  Plaintiff;  Mr.  Kenyon  for  the  ant  moving  of  a 

Defendants  Tinney,  Herbert,  and  Richards,  the  first  mortgagees;  JJI^^^to 
and  Mr.  W.  M,  James  and  other  counsel  for  other  Defendants,  Court  on  or  be 
opposed  the  motion.  S,*»^S^ 

An  order  was  made  to  the  effect  following : —  °2t^  tmd^ 

cumulated. 
The  Defendant,  D.  Z.  Harris,  by  his  counsel,  consenting —        The  Plaintiff  to 

Let  him  pay  34,000/.  into  Court  on  or  before  the  26th  of  Jan-  J^J,  ^f  jji  ^^ 

uary,  1846.  other  Defend* 

The  money,  when  paid  in,  to  be  invested  and  accumulated.  ^J^  Aem**over 

Upon  such  payment,   let  the   bill  be  dismissed  with   costs  from  the  De- 
against  all  the  Defendants  except  the  Defendant  I).  L.  Harris^  j^g,  who  was 
without  prejudice  to  any  other  suit;  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  such  ordered  to  pay 
Defendants'  costs  when  taxed,  and  to  have  them  over  from  the  ^nd  other  De- 
Defendant  D,  L,  Harris.     Let  the  Defendant  J).  L,  Harris  pay  fendanu  their 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  Defendants  their  costs  of  this  applica.  pUcation;  MidT 
tion.  *^e  Defendant 

And  the  Defendant  i>.  L.  Harris,  by  his  counsel,  undertaking  counsel^  under- 
to  indemnify  the  Plaintiff  against  any  proceeding  which  may  be  taking  to  in- 
taken  in  the  meantime  by  any  party  for  redeeming  the  Plaintiff's  plaintiff  against 

securities —  *"y  proceedings 

which  might  be 
taken  in  the 
meantime  by  any  party  for  redeeming  the  Plaintiff's  securities — a  reference  was  directed,  to  ascer- 
tain what  was  due  to  the  Plaintiff  for  principal  and  interest;  and  the  Taxing  Master  was  ordered  to 
tax  his  costs  and  those  of  the  mortgagees  other  than  the  Defendant  moving,  who,  as  well  as  the  Pkin- 
tiff,  were  to  have  liberty  to  apply. 

[h2  ] 
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1845.  Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  what  is  due 

the  Plaintiff  in  respect  of  his  securities  in  the  usual  manner, 
the  footing  of  a  mortgagee  in  possession ;  and  refer  it  to  the  Tf 
ing  Master  to  tax  the  Plaintiff's  costs  of  the  suit  and  the  otl 
mortgagees'  costs;  and  the  Master  was  to  certify  -what  was  d 
to  the  Plaintiff  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs;  and  the  Pla 
tiff  and  Defendant  D,  L,  Hwrria  were  to  he  at  liberty  to  appl; 


Rolls. 


,   ^^^'   ,  Chalue  v.  Gwtnue. 

MarchWth. 

In  a  tuit  fbr  THIS  was  a  suit  for  foreclosure  by  a  first  mortgagee  in  pees 

mo\XmihjK  '^^^  against  the  mortgagors  and  subsequent  mortgagees,   a 

fobtequent  Lewis  Lloyd,  who  claimed  the  equity  of  redemption,  under  a  o 

"m^^   *  *^^*c*  ^^^  purchase  from  the  mortgagor. 

dered  to  be  dis-       A  motion  was  made  after  answer,  but  before  hearing,  by  J 

mover  w»ng  ^  Lloyd  UarriSy  a  puisne  mortgagee,  substantially  to  stay  p 

into  Conrt  a       ceedings  on  payment  to  the  Plaintiffs  of  the  amount  of  th 
fixed  mm  on  or  . 

before  a  day        mortgages, 
specified,  to  an- 
swer the  Plain-       Mr.  KinderaUy,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Fredmg,  for  the  motion. 
tiff  ^  claim,  and 
the  costs  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  Mr.  TunMT,  Q.  C,  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  other  counsel  for  t 

other  Defend-     Defendant  Lewis  Lloyd.     The  other  Defendants  except  infiu 

appear  to  have  consented. 

The  smn  of  28,000^.  was  fixed  upon  as  sufficient  to  answ 
what  was  due  to  the  Plaintiff  together  with  the  costs  of  tJ 
suit. 

The  order  was  made  to  the  effect  following: — 

The  Defendant  D,  L.  Hcmia  to  pay  into  Court  28,000^  on  < 
before  the  20th  April  next. 

The  money,  when  paid,  to  he  invested  and  accumulated. 

The  Court,  thinking  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  infimt  Defendam 
to  waive  accoimts  against  the  Plaintiffs,  and  the  other  Defem 
ants  (except  the  Defendants  D,  L,  Hwrris  and  Lewis  Hoyc 
waiving  such  accounts  and  consenting,  order,  upon  payment  < 
the  28,000/^.  into  Court,  the  bill  to  be  dismissed  against  all  tl 
Defendants  except  the  Defendant  D,  L,  HanrxB, 

The  taxed  costs  of  the  Defendant  Lewis  Lloyd  to  be  paid  h 
the  Plaintilis. 

The  taxed  costb  of  the  Pliiintiffb  and  of  the  other  Defendant 
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to  be  paid,  and  the  costs  of  Leuoia  JUoyd  to  be  repaid  out  of  the 
fund  in  Court. 

The  Defendant  D.  Z.  Ucnria  conBenting,  by  his  counsel,  to  in- 
demnify the  Plaintiff  against  any  proceedings  which  might  be 
taken  before  the  determination  of  the  suit  for  redeeming  the 
Plainti£&'  security,  and  against  any  suit  by  Lmoia  Lhyd  in  re- 
spect of  their  mortgage  security,  or  in  respect  of  their  accounts 
as  mortgagees  in  possession,  and  the  Plaintiff  consenting, — 
order  the  usual  account  of  what  was  due  upon  the  Plaintiflfe*  se- 
curities, upon  the  footing  of  their  being  mortgagees  in  possession. 
— Liberty  to  apply. 

If  the  28,000/.  was  not  paid  in  within  the  time  specified,  it 
was  to  be  deemed  that  no  order  was  made  on  the  application. 
But,  in  that  case,  the  Defendant  B.  L,  Hcvrria  was  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  application. 


1846. 


Bbtan  v.  Wasteuu 
THIS  was  a  suit  for  foreclosure. 

Mr.  R.  W,  E,  Forster  moved,  ex  parte,  after  the  cause  was  at 
issue,  for  leave  to  amend,  by  adding  two  subsequent  judgment 
creditors  as  Defendants. 

The  question  was,  whether  this  was  a  motion  of  course,  or  to 
be  made  in  Chambers  under  15  &  16  Yict  c.  80,  s.  26. 

He  cited  Hitchcock  v.  Jaqaes  (9  Beav.  192),  where  the  an- 
swer raised  the  objection  of  want  of  parties;  and  it  was  argued, 
that  the  cause  should  have  been  set  down  upon  that  objection, 
under  the  39th  Order  of  August,  1841;  and  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls  held,  that  an  order  of  course  to  amend  by  adding  parties^ 
obtained  after  replication,  was  irregular,  and  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

In  Brattle  v.  WcUemum  (4  Sim.  125),  an  order  of  course  was 
considered  regular  in  such  a  case,  notwithstanding  the  15th 
Orderof  April,  1828. 


1854. 
March  IM. 


aJUr  R^plioa- 
turn — Adding 
Parties— Or- 
der of  0 


An  order  of 
course  may  be 
obtained,  after 
replication,  to 
amend  by  add- 
ing parties, 
where  no  new 
issue  is  thereby 
tendered* 


Vicb-Chancllor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  thought,  that  the  order 
might  be  made  upon  a  motion  of  course,  as  no  new  issue  would 
be  tendered  by  the  amendment  (a). 


(a)  See  Hajfward  v.  Pricey  14  Jur.  1083,  where  a  similar  order  was  made 
to  amend  a  claim. 
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7yai>erfing 
Note— Motion 
for  Decree — 15 
4-  16  Viet.  0. 
86,  #.  15— 57tA 
Order  qfBthqf 
May,  1845. 

After  filing  a 
traveniDg  note 
against  one  De- 
fendant,  the 
Plaintiff  can 
proceed  by  mo- 
tion fi)r  decree, 
as  though  the 
traversing  note 
were  an  answer. 


Maioere  V.  Leioister  and  Kamp. 

IN  this  case  the  bill  and  interrogatories  had  been  served  oi 
Defendants.  Leicester  filed  his  answer  in  due  time.  Kcm 
posed,  but  filed  no  answer;  and  the  Flaintifi^  at  the  expi 
of  the  time  for  answering,  filed  a  traversing  note  against  i 
On  application  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Clerks  of  [Record 
Writs  for  a  certificate  of  the  answer  and  traversing  note 
paratory  to  entering  the  cause  for  hearing  by  motion  for  d 
the  certificate  was  refused,  on  the  ground  that  the  Plainti 
filing  a  traversing  note,  had  precluded  himself  from  proceed 
any  other  way  than  by  replication. 

Mr.  Prendergcat  now  moved  that  the  Clerks  of  Record 
Writs  might  be  directed  to  issue  the  certificate. — He  refen 
the  15th  section  of  15  &  16  Vict  c.  86,  and  the  57th  < 
Orders  of  1845,  as  to  the  effect  of  a  traversing  note  ;  and  a 
that  both  the  Defendants  were  in  the  position  of  Defer 
who  had  answered;  and  that  the  traversing  note,  being  n 
an  answer,  made  no  difference  in  the  Plaintiff*8  rights. 


YiCB-CHAircELLOB  SiB  W.  Page  Wood  thought,  thfl 
Plaintiff  might  have  entered  his  cause  for  hearing  on  m 
without  filing  a  traversing  note,  as  the  time  for  a  defanltin 
fendant  to  answer  had  expired ;  and  intimated  that  the  ] 
course  was  to  move  to  take  the  traversing  note  oflT  the  file, 
Plaintiff  desired  to  give  notice  of  motion  for  decree. 

March  16£^  The  Lords  Justices,  on  the  matter  being  mentioned  to 
considered  the  traversing  note  to  be,  for  this  purpose,  equii 
to  an  answer,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  proceed  aoconi 
by  motion  for  decree. 
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PSB&T  V.  TuBPiK.                                          April  2lst, 
THE  bill  in  this  suit  contained  no  charge  of  the  posseaaion  of  Charge  of  Docu- 
documents  by  the  Defendant,  but  interrogatorieB  were  filed,  in-  ^^!^f^i^ 
eluding,  among  others,  the  ordinary  interrogatory  as  to  doca-   Viet,  e,  86,  $$. 
meuts,  which  the  Defendant  answered;  and  this  was  an  excep-      '  J 

tion  to  that  part  of  his  answer,  for  insufficiency.  It  ia  not  neces- 

maj  now,  in 

Mr.  HiUg  for  the  exception.  S«S  rcharge 

of  documents  in 

Mr.  Rogers,  contriL  objected,  that  the  bill  contained  no  charge  abillasafonnd- 

of  documents;  and  that  his  Honour  had  mtimated  in  a  previous  uga^i  interroga- 

case  before  him,  that  exceptions  to  an  answer  as  to  documents  ^  concerning 

were  rendered  unnecessary  by  the  new  practice  provided  by  the      Exceptions  to 

15  k  16  Vict.  C.  86,  a  la  animswertothe 

interrogatoty 
concerning 

Vicb-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :—  $^!^°!:i^* 

now  tinneces- 

It  seems  to  me,  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  wry*  })«cause 
Act,  15  &  16  Yict.  a  86,  I  should  not  be  complying  with  the  may  be  enforc- 
expressed  intention  of  the  legislature,  if  I  were  to  hold  that  it  is  ed  in  Chambers, 
necessary  in  every  case  to  find  in  the  bill  a  charge  of  the  posses- 
sion of  books  and  papers  by  the  Defendant,  before  this  interro- 
gatory can  be  filed.     The  10th  section  enacts^  that  '<  every  bill  of 
complaint  to  be  filed  in  the  said  Court,  afler  the  time  hereinafter 
appointed  for  the  commencement  of  this  Act,  shall  contain,  as 
concisely  as  may  be,  a  narrative  of  the  material  &cts,  matters, 
and  circumstances  on  which  the  Plaintiff  relies." 

Kow,  the  Plaintiff  cannot  be  said  to  rely  upon  the  fact  of  the 
Defendant  having  relevant  books  and  papers  in  his  possession. 
He  relies  upon  the  &cts  of  which  they  are  evidence,  and  which 
he  thinks  they  will  help  to  establish.  The  section  continues, 
"  such  narrative  being  divided  into  paragraphs,  numbered  conse- 
cutively, and  each  paragraph  containing,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  a 
separate  and  distinct  statement  or  allegation,  and  shall  pray  spe- 
cifically for  the  relief  which  the  Plaintiff  may  conceive  himself 
entitled  to,  and  also  for  general  relief;  but  such  bill  of  complaint 
shall  not  contain  any  interrogatories  for  the  examination  of  the 
Defendant." 

The  12th  section  enacts^  that,  "within  a  time  to  be  limited 
by  a  general  order  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  that  behalf  the 

VOL  I.  [i]  B.K.W. 
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Plamti£^  in  any  suit  in  the  said  Gonrt  oommenoed  bj  bill,  n 
if  he  requires  an  answer  from  anj  Defendant  thereto,  file,  in 
Record  Office  of  the  said  Oonrt,  interrogatories  for  the  exami 
tion  of  the  Defendant  or  Defendants,-  orsoch  of  them  froom  wh 
he  shall  require  an  answer,  and  deliyer  to  the  Defendant  or  ] 
fendants  so  required  to  answer,  or  to  hifr  or  their  solicitor,  a  o 
of  such  interrogat(Hrie%  or  of  soch  of  them  as  sihall  be  applici 
to  the  particular  Defendant-  ot  Defendants;  and  no  Defend 
shall  be  called  upon  or  required  to  put  in  any  answer  to  a  I 
unless  interrogatories  shall  have  been  so  filed,  and  a  copy  Uiei 
delivered  to  him  or  his  solicitor  within  the  time  so  to  be  limitc 

Certainly,  the  old  practice  was  to  charge  the  Defendant  w 
having  books  or  papers  in  his  possession  or  power,  before  j 
could  interrogate  him  as  to  that  &ct;  but,  when  the  legialati 
has  said,  you  must  state  the  fiauHs  upon  which  you  rely,  and  j 
are  at  liberty  to  file  interrogatories  to  substiantiate  the  case  mi 
by  the  bill,  it  is  impossible  to  say,  that  it  is  neoesBary  to  hi 
that  charge  in  order  to  found  the  interrogatory,  becanae  it  is  i 
an  interrogatory  upon  any  &ct  issuable  in  the  cause.  The  qu 
tion,  whether  the  Defendant  has  in  lus  possessicm  particular  hoc 
or  papers,  is  not  a  point  to  be  tried  at  the  hearing,  bnt  meiel; 
question  of  evidence,  and  the  object  of  the  statute  is  to  keep  1 
evidence  and  the  &ct8  distinct  The  Plaintiff  must  state  i 
facts,  and  not  the  evidence  in  support  of  them.  The  object 
the  legislature  is,  that  the  bill  should  be  as  concise  as  possil] 
which  I  should  to  some  extent  defeat,  if  I  insisted  upon  havi 
this  charge  inserted 

The  other  point  pressed  upon  me  by  Mr.  Rogers,  was  my  c 
pression  of  opinion  in  a  former  case,  to  which  I  still  adhere^ 
dislike  extremely  these  exceptions  as  to  documents,  when  t 
discoveiy  can  be  easily  obtained  at  Chambers  under  the  n< 
practice. 
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In  the  Matter  of  the  Truatsof  Cathkbine  Allen's  Will.  j^y  sth. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  96. 

THIS  was  a  petition  concerning  a  fund  which  had  been  paid  Jurisdicthn— 
into  Court  under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act.  ^  gg  ^  2^ ' 

Suit 
Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Metcalfe  for  the  petition.  UndeTthe 

Trustee  Reli^ 

Mr.  HoU,  Q.  C,  for  some  respondents,  said,  that  the  case  was  ^^^  *^®  C*'"^ 

,  has  power  to 

SO  complicated,  that  a  suit  ought  to  have  been  instituted,  instead  decide  all  qaes- 

of  trying  the  questions  upon  petition  under  this  Act     One  ques-  ^**;°"  *^**  ™*y 

arise  concern- 
tion  would  be,  as  to  the  sanity  of  a  party  since  deceased  at  a  par-  ing  the  fimd  in 

ticular  period  of  his  life,  upon  which  it  might  be  necessary  to  9^^^  j^^ " 

direct  an  issue.     The  2nd  section  of  the  Act,  10  <fe  11  Yict.  may  if  neces- 

c.  96,  after  giving  a  general  authority  to  the  Court  to  make  or-  ?*^  *^J^*  *°y 

ders  on  petition  respecting  moneys  paid  into  Court  under  the  mine  the  sani- 

Act,  provided  that  "  if  it  shall  appear  that  any  such  trust  funds  ^^  ^^^l  P!f: 

XI  ^  T      1.      .1         ,      .  ,  ,      .       .       .  ^  son,  or  for  like 

cannot  be  safely  distributed  without  the  institution,  of  one  or  purposes. 

more  suit  or  suits,  the  Lord  Chancellor  or  Master  of  the  Rolls      -^  mit  is  ne- 

,  ,      .       .  ,„  cessary  if  there 

may  direct  any  such  suit  or  suits  to  be  instituted.  are  creditors  or 

other  onascer* 

Mr.  ITtScocAj,  Q.C.,  referred  to  Re  WrigMa  Trust  (15  Beav.367).  ^°ff  ^S;^ 

Mr.  Chcmdleaa,  Q.  C,  Mr.  De  OeXy  and  Mr.  Hwmphry  for  other 
respondents. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  said,  that,  if  there  • 
were  creditors,  or  other  unascertained  claims,  a  suit  might  be 
necessary ;  but  that,  where  there  was  no  such  question,  and  all 
parties  were  before  him,  the  Court  had  jurisdiction,  upon  a  peti- 
tion under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  to  decide  the  matter,  just  as 
if  it  were  a  suit;  and,  if  necessary,  the  Court  could  direct  an  issue 
to  try  any  question  as  to  sanity  or  the  like  that  might  arise. 
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FuoiiKG  V.  East. 

July  12th. 

Further  Com-      THE  decree  on  the  hearing  of  this  canae  directed  an  aoconi 
^^^[^^^      be  taken  of  wliat»  if  anything  was  dne  to  the  PlaintiffiB  in  ra 

— —         of  the  purchase-money  of  property  sold  to  tha  Defendant. 

mSteJTdi^y  Judge's  Chief  Clerk  by  his  certificate  certified  (in  effect)  tl 

in  iBsae  in  the     certain  sum  of  money  was  due  to  the  Plaintiflw  firom  the  Dd 

ve!§ed  after      *^^  ^  respect  of  the  purchase-money,  and  that  the  Defen 

the  filing  of  the  chumed  to  be  entitled  under  a  deed  of  assignment  to  a  sui 

Juto^lerk,     iJ^<M^«y  d^«  fitmi  the  Flaintiffis  to  a  third  party  and  thereh 

will  not  be  ad-    signed  to  the  Defendant,  and  to  set  off  the  last^nentioned 

heu^'on  fiir.    ^^g^^^^^  ^^^  amount  found  due  fiom  the  Defendant  in  respe 

ther  oonaider-     the  purchase-money.     The  assignment,  which  poxported  t 

nofMiiuSs  wJmhi  vol^uitary,  was  proved  before  the  Judge's  Clerk,  and  evid 

die  iQggettion     was  given  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  notice  of  it,  and  no  erid 

^qdiT  maiTbe    impugning  its  validity  was  produced  before  him.     Bat  afte 

directed.  certificate  was  filed,  and  on  the  day  on  which  the  canae  firsa 

peared  in  the  daily  cause  list  of  the  Court  for  further  consii 

tion,  the  PlaintifiBs  filed  an  afiidavit^  tending  to  ahew  that 

assignment  was  in  fs^  a  mortgage,  and  that  it  bad  been 

off;  in  other  words,  that  the  money  which  the  Defendant 

assignee  claimed  to  set  off  really  belonged  to  the  assignor; 

affidavit  also  alleged  that  the  assignor  could  not  be  found. 

Mr.  WiUcocky  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Deere  Salmon,  for  the  Defisnc 
.objected  to  the  affidavit  being  read,  on  the  ground  of  its  b 
filed  too  late.  They  contended,  that  the  practice  of  admit 
affidavits  filed  after  certificate  would  be  very  inconvenient^ 
tend  to  raise  new  issues,  and  nullify  the  certificate.  They  i 
that  the  practice  was  not  settled,  and  requested  the  Vice-Cl 
cellor  to  decide  the  point  in  order  that  there  might  be  a  gen 
rule  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  HoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  JoUiffe,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  argae 
&vour  of  the  reception  of  the  affidavit. 

The  Yice-Chakcellor  said,  that  he  could  not  admit  the 
davit;  but  the  Plaintiffs*  counsel  might  state,  for  the  informa 
of  the  Court,  the  fiaicts  set  forth  in  the  affidavit,  so  that,  if  nc 
sary  and  proper,  an  inquiry  might  be  directed. 
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PRINCIPAL     MATTERS. 


ACCOUNT. 
See  Limitation  of  Actions,  3. 

The  right  to  a  decree  in  equity  for 
an  account  of  the  profits  made  by  the 
manufacture  and  use  of  articles  in  in- 
fringement of  a  patent,  is  incident  to 
the  right  to  an  injunction  to  restrain 
future  infringements ;  and  where  no 
case  is  made  for  the  injunction,  the 
account  vdll  not  be  decreed. 

The  owners  of  a  patent  for  a  pe- 
culiar mode  of  manu&cturing  iron 
wheels  for  railway  carriages,  having 
discovered  that  several  railway  com- 
panies were  violating  their  patent, 
brought  an  action  for  damages 
against  one  of  such  companies  only, 
but  did  not  in  any  way  give  notice 
to  the  other  companies  to  discontinue 
their  infringements  of  the  Plaintiffs' 
right.  In  the  action,  the  validity  of 
the  patent  was  disputed,  and  it  was 
not  decided  until  three  years  after 
the  patent  had  expired,  when  a  ver- 
dict was  given  for  the  Plaintifis, 
with  large  damages.  Thereupon  the 
Plaintiffs  filed  a  bill  for  an  account 
of  profits,  and  an  injunction  against 
another  of  the  companies  who  had  in- 
fringed their  patent,  complaining  of 
acts  done  nine  years  before : — Held, 
that  the  delay  was  not  excused  by 
the  pendency  of  the  action,  but  was 


ADMINISTRATION. 

&tal  to  the  Plaintiffs*  case.  Smith  v. 
T/ie  London  <md  SotUh  Western  Rail- 
wa/y  Compcmy,  408 

ACCOUNTANT  GENERAL. 
See  CHABoma  Obdeb. 


ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 
See  Limitation  op  Actions,  1,  2,  3. 

ACQUIESCENCE. 
See  Injunction,  2. 

Delay  in  taking  legal  proceedings, 
and  other  acts,  not  amounting  to  ac- 
quiescence in  the  iiiMngement  of  a 
right. 

To  deprive  a  Plaintiff  of  a  legal 
right  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  a  case 
of  acquiescence  must  be  shewn  much 
stronger  than  such  as  would  be  a 
sufficient  defence  to  an  interlocutory 
application  by  him,  and  must  amount 
not  only  to  positive  license,  but  to 
an  implication  of  an  actual  grant. 
Patching  v.  Dubbins,  1 
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ADMINISTRATION. 
See  Jurisdiction. 
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AMENDMENT. 


APPROPRIATrON. 


ADVANCEMENT. 
A  legacy  being  left  upon  trust  for 
tlie  separate  use  of  a  married  woman 
during  her  life,  without  power  of  an- 
ticipation, and,  after  her  decease,  for 
her  children,  with  power  to  the  trus- 
tees to  advance  1000^,  part  thereof 
to  place  her  in  any  trade,  business, 
profession,  or  employment^  or  other- 
wise, or  for  her  preferment  or  ad- 
vancement in  the  world;  and  tins 
legacy  having  been  transferred  into 
Court  in  this  cause  to  the  account  of 
the  legatee  and  her  children,  the 
Court,  on  the  petition  of  herself  and 
her  husband,  advanced  to  her  1000/., 
to  be  employed  with  another  lOOOZl 
belonging  to  the  husband  in  estab- 
lishing hun  in  an  advantageous  part- 
nership with  two  other  persons,  in  a 
lucrative  business  with  which  he  had 
been  connected  for  thirteen  years, 
upon  his  effecting  an  insurance  upon 
his  own  life  in  the  names  of  two 
trustees  appointed  by  the  Courts  to 
be  held  by  them  upon  the  trusts  of 
the  said  legacy,  and  also  entering  in- 
to a  bond  in  a  proper  penalty  to  the 
same  trustees^  to  secure  the  due  pay- 
ment of  the  premiums  upon  such 
policy  of  insurance.  PhiUipa  v. 
FhiUips,  40 

AFFIDAVIT. 
See  Evidence,  1,  3,  4,  5. 

AGENT. 
See  Specialty  Debt. 

ALTERNATIVE  GIFT. 
See  Annuity. 

AMENDMENT. 
An  order  of  course  may  be  obtain- 
ed, after  replication,  to  amend  by 
adding  parties^  where  no  new  issue 
is  thereby  tendered.  Bryan  v.  Wtu- 
^f  App.  xlviL 


ANNUITY. 

A  bequest  to  trustees  of  the  i 
of  201  per  annum  Bank  Ix>ng  . 
unities,  or  an  annual  sum  equal  th 
to,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  same  tc 
for  life;  and,  after  her  decease, 
pay,  assign,  transfer,  and  make  c 
the  principal  stock  or  money  wl 
should  be  set  apart  for  the  pajm 
of  the  said  yearly  sum  to  JS.*s  ch 
ren,  share  and  share  alike.  The  ' 
tatriz,  at  the  date  of  her  will,  i 
thence  tiU  her  death,  had  SOL  a  y 
Bank  Long  Annuities,  which  wo 
terminate  in  1860: — JETOdy  that 
testatrix  intended  to  give  a  perpet 
annuity  of  20^.,  and  t£at  the  tnut 
of  the  will  had  not  an  option  to  mi 
either  a  permanent  investment^  or 
apart  20L  a  year  Long  Annoitiea^ 
their  discretion;  but  were  boond 
take  the  course  which  was  moei 
the  advantage  of  the  childxen  of . 
by  investing  in  Consols  such  a  si 
as  would  produce  20/.  a  year,  to  i 
Bwer  the  legacy.    Saggar  t.  ^mi 

3 

APPEAL. 

Under  the  2nd  and  3rd  Oiden 
the  7  th  of  August,  1852,  with  i 
pect  to  appeals,  the  Court  to  whi 
any  cause  is  attached,  and  not  t 
Lord  Chancellor  and  Lords  Jnatic 
only,  has  jurisdiction  to  extend  t 
time  within  which  a  decree  may  : 
enrolled  beyond  the  period  of  a 
months  mentioned  in  the  order. 

The  party  applying  for  this  indt 
gence  is  not  bound  first  to  pay  t] 
costs  of  an  imsuocessful  appeslto  tl 
Lord  Chancellor,  but  must  pay  t] 
costs  of  the  application.  JStUAtm 
V.  Dreuer,  App.  xxr 


APPROPRIATION. 
See  Limitation  of  Actiorb,  1. 


BENEFIT  BinLDING  SOCIETY. 


CHAMBERS. 
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APPORTIONMENT. 
See  Chaboe. 

APPOINTMENT. 
See  Power. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

See  Surety. 

BENEFIT  BUILDING  SOCIETY. 

The  provisions  for  arbitration  of 
disputes  between  a  friendly  society 
and  its  members,  in  the  10  Geo.  4, 
c.  56,  ss.  27  and  28,  which  are  incor- 
porated into  the  Building  Societies 
Acts  by  the  4th  section  of  the  ^  kl 
Will.  4,  c  32,  do  not  apply  to  ques- 
tions arising  in  a  suit  by  a  member 
against  a  building  society  for  re- 
demption of  the  security  which  he 
has  given  for  his  future  contributions 
on  receiving  his  share  in  advance,  be- 
cause no  means  are  provided  for  work- 
ing out  a  decree  for  redemption,  de- 
livery of  deedSj  and  consequential 
directions;  and,  therefore,  the  juris- 
diction of  Courts  of  equity,  in  such  a 
case,  is  not  interfered  with. 

The  object  of  the  6  A  7  Will  4, 
c.  32,  was  to  enable  persons  to  asso- 
ciate to  raise  shares  of  a  value  not 
exceeding  150/.,  and  to  advance  to 
any  member  who  should  desire  it  the 
amount  of  his  share  less  a  certain 
discount,  upon  his  giving  security  for 
his  periodiod  payments  to  the  society: 
and  the  legislature  contemplated  that 
some  members  would  withdraw  from 
the  society,  and  the  reet  woidd  re- 
ceive each  150/.  But  the  directors 
have  no  power  to  specify  beforehand 
a  certain  time  for  the  duration  of  the 
society:  and  when  they  have  affected 
to  do  so,  every  member  must  be  tak- 
en to  know  that  they  have  acted 
ultra  vires;  and  therefore  advanced 
members  oannot  claim  to  have  their 
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securities  delivered  up,  upon  pa3rment 
of  all  their  monthly  subscriptions  and 
redemption  moneys,  which  would  be 
payable  by  them  during  the  period 
so  fixed  by  the  directors;  but  they 
are  bound  to  continue  contributors 
to  the  society  until  every  other  mem- 
ber is  paid  his  150/.,  or  withdraws. 

One  of  the  rules  of  such  a  society 
containing  an  imperative  provision 
that  the  directors  should  allow  to  an 
advanced  member,  redeeming  his  se- 
curity, "  the  same  proportion  of  pro- 
fits per  share  "  as  was  allowed  to  with- 
drawing members,  and  the  directors 
having  allowed  to  withdrawing  mem- 
bers a  much  larger  sum  than  the 
funds  of  the  society  woidd  suffice  to 
pay  to  advanced  members  also: — 
Hdd,  that  the  directors  had  miscar- 
ried, and  that  the  Court  would  not 
make  a  decree  for  redemption  agaiuRt 
the  society  at  the  suit  of  an  advanc- 
ed member,  upon  the  terms  that  he 
should  have  such  an  allowance;  and 
that  the  mistake  of  the  directors 
could  not  be  rectified  in  that  suit. 

What  are  "  Profits"  of  such  a  so- 
ciety.    Fleming  v.  Sdf,  518 

BUILDING  AGREEMENT. 

See  Covenant. 

Injunction,  1,  2. 

CALLS. 
See  Will,  9. 

CiETERIS  PARIBUS. 
See  Statute. 

CHAMBERS. 

The  Chief  Clerk  in  Chambers  never 
makes  any  order  of  his  own  authority, 
but  all  the  orders  made  in  Chamb^ 
are  orders  of  the  Judge,  and  are,  in 
&ct,  made  by  him  in  the  presence  of 
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CHARGING  ORDER. 


the  parties,  unless  they  agree  for  their 
own  convenience  to  take  the  order 
without  actually  goiug  before  the 
Judge  in  Chambers,  or  unless  the 
order  is  such  an  order  of  course  as 
would  be  made  in  Court  without 
communication  with  the  Judge,  upon 
simply  handing  in  a  brief  to  the 
Registrar;  such  last- mentioned  or- 
der, when  made  in  Chambers,  being 
made  upon  the  communication  of  the 
Chief  Clerk  to  the  Registrar  without 
the  actual  intervention  of  the  Judge. 

The  Judge  in  Chambers  is  always 
accessible  to  any  of  the  parties  who 
are  engaged  in  proceedings  there; 
and  any  party  suggesting  that  he 
wishes  to  see  the  Judge  personally 
can  at  onoe  do  so. 

If  a  person  under  examination  in 
Chambers  refuse  to  give  a  sufficient 
answer,  the  proper  course  is  to  apply « 
to  the  Judge  to  examine  him  per- 
sonally, which  the  Judge  can  do ;  and 
then,  if  he  refuse  to  answer,  he  may 
be  at  onoe  committed. 

The  practice  of  waiting  until  the 
examinant  has  put  in  four  insufficient 
answers,  and  then  applying  for  an 
order  that  he  may  stand  committed, 
if  feasible  at  all,  would  involve  very 
considerable  delay,  as  the  insufficiency 
of  the  several  examinations  must  be 
certified  by  the  Chief  Clerk,  and  his 
certificates  do  not  become  final  until 
twelve  days  after  he  has  signed  them 
under  the  Orders  47  to  52  of  the 
16th  October,  1850. 

An  order  for  committal  will  not 
be  made  after  a  third  insufficient  ex- 
amination. Ilayward  v.  Uayward, 
Uaywcml  v.  Price,  App.  xxxi 

CHARGE. 
See  Exoneration. 
Lunacy. 
Settlembnt,  1. 
Will,  7,  8. 

If  a  testator  blends  the  proceeds 


of  his  real  and  personal  estatt 
one  fund,  and  makes  a  chaige 
the  mixed  fdnd,  and  a  devasta 
the  personal  estate  occurs^  o 
testator  by  a  codicil  devises  tl 
estate  to  another  person  free 
the  charge,  the  cbsLi-ge  does  n< 
proportionably,  but  must  be  : 
out  of  the  remaining  estate. 
lock  V.  Jenkins, 

CHARGING  ORDER 

The  14th  section  of  the  1 
Vict.  c.  110,  gives  to  a  chargii 
der  absolute  upon  stock  held  in 
for  the  judgment  debtor  the 
effect  as  a  charge  under  his  1 
and  the  object  of  the  15th  sect 
only  to  prevent  anj  new  char] 
ing  effected  after  the  charging 
nisi  has  been  obtained,  and  bd 
is  made  absolute. 

When  the  chaiging  order  is 
absolute,  the  15th  section  hac 
formed  its  fimctiona 

But  if  the  judgment-debto] 
assigned  the  stock  before  the  d 
the  order  nisi,  the  assign  migl 
tain  a  stop  order  before  the 
nisi  was  made  absolute,  notwithfi 
ing  the  15th  section;  for  the 
charge  under  a  charging  order  if 
acquired  when  it  is  made  absoli 

K  a  person,  having  notice 
previous  assignment  of  a  trust 
take  an  assignment  to  himself  c 
same  fund,  he  cannot  obtain  pri 
over  the  previous  assign,  whethc 
trustee  had  notice  or  not ;  and  t 
fore,  if  a  judgment-creditor  a1 
time  of  making  his  charging  < 
absolute  have  similar  notice,  ] 
likewise  unable  to  obtain  priori^ 

Where  the  fund  is  standing  ii 
name  of  the  Accountant-QeneraJ 
practice  of  the  office  is  to  ent 
memorandum  of  every  chargins 
der  left  at  the  office;  but  such  n 
is  not  treated  as  any  restraint  n< 
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equivalent  to  a  stop  order.  No  en- 
try is  made  of  notice  of  any  other 
assignment. 

The  Accountant-General  is  not  a 
trustee  of  the  funds  committed  to 
him,  but  merely  the  agent  of  the 
Court. 

The  trustees  who  have  paid  the 
fund  into  Court  are  the  trustees  of 
it  until  the  Court  has  in  some  way 
dealt  with  it,  and  then  the  Court  be- 
comes the  trustee. 

Therefore,  notice  to  the  Account- 
ant-General  of  an  assignment  of  fimds 
in  his  hands  is  of  no  avail  against  a 
stop  order  afterwards  obtained  by  a 
subsequent  purchaser  without  notice. 
Warburton  v.  IIUl,  IStent  v.  WickeiiSy 

470 

CHARITABLE  USES. 

A  testatrix  bequeathed  to  a  charity 
her  residuary  personal  estate,  which 
included,  among  other  things,  money 
lent  upon  the  security  of  an  assign- 
ment of  rates  under  the  provisions  of 
an  Act  of  Parlioment,  which  also 
authorised  the  levying  of  such  rates 
upon  the  occupiers  of  houses  in  Bir- 
minghcmi,  to  be  estimated  according 
to  the  real  rent  of  such  houses,  and 
to  be  paid  to  certain  collectors ;  and 
gave  remedies  for  the  recovering  of 
such  rates  by  summoning  "  the  per- 
son charged*'  before  a  magistrate, 
who,  in  case  of  non-payment,  was 
empowered  to  grant  a  warrant  to 
levy  the  rate  "by  distress  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  party"  re- 
fusing to  pay,  and  to  sell  the  same, 
and,  in  de£iult  of  a  sufficient  distress, 
to  commit  the  party  to  prison: — 
ffdd,  that  this  security  was  a  "charge 
or  incumbrance  affecting**  real  estate 
within  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  s.  3,  and 
therefore  did  not  pass  by  the  will. 
ThorrUon  v.  Eempson,  592 

CLASS. 
See  Will,  IL 


CHEQUE. 
See  Voluntary  Trust,  1. 

CHOSE  IN  ACTION. 
See  Voluntary  Trust,  2. 

CONDITIONAL   LIMITATION. 

See  Residenob. 
Will,  12. 

CONDITIONS  OF  SALE. 
See  Copyholds,  2. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  Annuity. 
Covenant,  L 
DiSENTAiUNO  Deed. 
Restraint  of  Trade. 
Statute. 
WiLL,l,  2,  3,  4,5,6,10,11,12. 

COPYHOLDS. 

].  A  testator,  being  entitled  to  a 
reversion  in  fee  in  copyhold  property, 
which  he  had  not  surrendered  to 
the  use  of  his  will,  and  being  also 
entitled  to  certain  freeholds  in  fee 
simple  in  possession,  made  a  will  in 
1804,  by  which  he  affected  to  devise 
these  coppholds,  and  all  other  his 
freehold,  leasehold,  and  copyhold  es- 
tates, to  his  wife  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  three  younger  chil- 
dren, Thomas,  John,  and  Miza,  In 
1807  he  made  another  will,  com- 
mencing with  the  words  ^This  is 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  me" 
(fee,  and  thereby,  after  reciting,  that 
on  his  death  his  eldest  son  Edward 
would  become  entitled  to  all  his  free- 
hold estates,  the  testator  gave  all  his 
real  and  personal  estates  to  his  wife, 
for  life,  and,  after  her  death,  all  his 
"  property"  and  effects  to  all  his  chil- 
dren, except  Edward,  equally,  share 
and  share  alike.  The  testator  died 
in  1807,  leaving  his  said  four  chil- 
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dren,  and  also  two  others  bom  sinoe 
the  dafce  of  the  former  wilL  In  1851, 
the  reversion  of  the  copyholds  fell  in- 
to possession : — Heldy  that  the  Court 
would,  if  necessary,  supply  a  surren- 
der in  favour  of  the  objects  to  whom 
the  first  will  expressly  devised  the 
copyhold& 

Held,  also,  that,  as  there  was  free- 
hold property,  upon  which  the  gene- 
ral devise  in  the  second  will  could 
operate,  there  was  no -ground  for  de- 
ciding that  it  revoked  the  intended 
devise  of  the  copyhold  by  the  former 
wiU. 

Hdd  further,  that  it  was  impossi- 
ble to  consider  the  intention  to  devise 
the  copyholds  expressed  in  the  first 
will  to  be  a  reason  for  supplying  a 
surrender  to  the  uses  of  the  testator's 
will  generally,  and  thus  to  make  the 
general  devise  in  the  second  will  ope- 
rate to  pass  the  copyholds  by  revok- 
ing the  former  will,  except  so  far  as 
it  expressed  that  intention;  because 
the  intention  expressed  by  the  first 
will  was  to  give  all  the  copyholds  to  ' 
three  only  of  the  five  objects  to  whom 
the  general  devise  in  the  second  will 
was  made,  and  therefore  that  intention 
could  not  apply  to  the  second  will. 

Hdd  further,  that,  though  the 
words  of  the  second  wiU  did  not 
sufficiently  express  an  intention  to 
pass  the  copyholds,  to  enable  the 
Court  to  supply  a  surrender  to  the 
uses  of  that  will ;  yet,  if  a  surrender 
were  supplied  generally  to  the  use  of 
the  testator's  wiU,  the  general  devise 
in  the  second  will  would  pass  the 
surrendered  copyholds. 

Whether,  in  the  absence  of  a  spe- 
cial custom,  it  is  necessary  to  surren- 
der a  reversion  or  remainder  in  copy- 
hold property  to  the  use  of  a  will — 
Qucere. 

A  will,  so  called,  of  copyholds, 
does  not  operate  strictly  as  a  devise, 
but  rather  as  a  designation  of  the 
person  to  take  under  the  previous 


surrender,  analogoiu^  in  acuiM 
spects,  to  the  appGontment  of  i 
under  a  power  created  by  ( 
Freeman  v.  Freema/n, 

2.  The  presumption  is,  that  a 
render  will  bar  an  estate  tail  inc 
holds  until  a  contrary  custom  is  sb 

Copyholds  having  beoi  sold 
ject  to  a  condition,  that  all  s 
ments  and  recitals  in  anj  of  the 
deeds  or  muniments  of  title  sh 
be  considered  as  satisfiEUstory  evid 
of  the  &cts  stated  or  recited;  ax 
case  any  purchaser  should  n6t,  i 
in  fourteen  days  from  the  delive 
the  abstract,  declare  his  dissati 
tion  with  the  title,  and  point 
some  valid  objection  thereto, 
same  should  be  considered  as  ao 
ed ;  the  purchaser  objected,  tha 
first  surrender  on  the  abstract 
by  -4.,  and  J,  his  wife,  which  sai 
it  was  therein  stated,  '*  had  then 
ly  been  admitted  there  tenant  ii 
according  to  the  custom  of  thai 
nor;**  and  that  there  was  nothij 
shew  how  the  estate  tail  had 
barred.  Afterwards,  the  pure: 
required  evidence  that  the  cu 
of  the  manor  warranted  estates 
The  first  surrender  was  dated  in  ] 
and  was  conditional  only.  In  \ 
the  same  pai*ties  made  an  abs 
surrender  in  fee,  under  which 
possession  had  been  enjoyed 
sinoe: — Hdd,  that  the  recital 
conclusive  evidence,  under  the 
ditions  of  sale,  of  the  fact  that  J, 
been  admitted  tenant  in  tail,  bui 
that  this  was  according  to  the 
tom  of  the  manor;  for  this  was  i 
single  fact,  but  a  deduction  frc 
series  of  facts :  but  lield,  that  thi 
cital,  coupled  with  the  conditi 
sui-render  of  1801,  the  absolute 
render  of  1815,  and  the  subseq 
possession  consistently  with  tha 
tie,  was  sufficient  evidence  that 
custom  of  the  manor  did  warram 
tates  tail     GoM  v.  TT^tte, 
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COSTa 
iSSw  Appeal, 

Cbeditobs'  Suit. 
Evidence,  2. 
Lunacy. 
Parties,  2. 

1.  A  naintiff  litigating  a  question 
depending  upon  the  construction  of 
a  doubtful  instrument,  not  being  a 
willy  if  the  construction  be  decided 
against  him,  must  pay  the  costs  of 
the  suit.    Patchmg  y.  Dubbins,       1 

2.  In  a  suit  to  ascertain  the  con- 
struction of  a  will  of  real  estate,  and 
to  cany  the  trusts  thereof  into  exe- 
cution, the  Court  has  power^  if  ne- 
cessary, to  direct  a  sale  or  mortgage 
of  a  sufficient  part  of  the  property,  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  the  taxed  costs 
of  the  suit,  although  some  of  the 
Plaintifib  are  in&nts.  Mandeno  y. 
Mandmo,  App.  ii 

COVENANT. 
See  Injunction,  1,  2. 
Leaseholds,  2. 

The  purchase  deed  of  a  house  in 
a  terrace  contained  a  covenant  on 
the  part  of  the  vendor,  unexplained 
by  any  recital,  that  no  building  should 
be  erected  on  any  part  of  the  land  of 
the  vendor  lying  on  the  east  side  of 
the  said  terrace  and  opposite  to  the 
plot  of  land  therein/  con/vet/ed.  The 
owners  of  the  other  houses  had  also 
similar  covenants: — ffeUi,  that  the 
latter  words  were  not  merely  descrip- 
tive of  the  position  of  the  land,  but 
restricted  the  general  meaning  of  the 
foimer  words;  and  that  the  covenant 
applied  only  to  that  part  of  the  land 
which  lay  immediately  opposite,  and 
was  of  the  width  of  the  plot  conveyed. 

The  general  rule,  that  the  construc- 
tion must  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  the  grantor,  modified  by  the 
necessity  of  giving  e£fect  to  every 
word  of  the  instrument^  if  it  can  rea- 
sonably be  dona 


Acoordixig  to  TuU  y.  Mooohay  (2 
Ph.  774),  if  parties  purchase  land 
with  notice  of  a  covenant  concerning 
it,  but  which  does  not  run  with  the 
land  so  as  to  bind  them  at  law,  equity 
will  not  permit  them  to  do  anytiiing 
oontraiy  to  the  true  meaning  of  that 
covenant.    Falchmg  v.  DfMins,     1 

CREDITOR'S  SUIT. 

After  the  common  decree  in  a  cre- 
ditor's suit,  the  executor,  not  denying 
that  he  has  assets,  nor  disputing  the 
debt^  cannot  obtain  an  injunction  to 
restrain  an  action  by  a  creditor  of  the 
estate  against  him,  commenced  before 
the  suit,  but  not  proceeded  with  since 
notice  of  the  decree,  except  upon  the 
terms  of  paying  the  costs  at  law,  and 
also  of  the  motion  for  the  injunction. 
Cole  v.  Bwrgeaa,  App.  i 

CUSTOM. 
See  CoPTHOLDS,  2. 

DECREE. 
See  Appeal. 

Cbeditob's  Suit. 
Evidence,  1,  5. 
Pabties,  1,  2. 

DEBTS. 
See  Exoneration. 
Will,  8. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR 
See  Evidence,  L 

DISCHARGE  OF  PURCHASER 
See  Yendob  and  Pubchaseb,  1. 

DISENTAILING  DEED. 

L  By  a  disentailing  deed  under 
the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  3  &  4 
Will  4,  c.  74,  after  reciting  that  A. 
was  tenant  for  Ufe,  with  remainder  to 
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^.  in  tail  of  the  two  estates  therein 
comprised,  and  that  A,,  being  called 
upon  to  pay  a  debt  of  1200/.,  had  ap- 
plied to  (7.,  who  had  agreed  to  ad- 
vance that  Bom,  in  consideration  of 
B,  joining  in  the  deed,  which  he  had 
also  agreed  to  do ;  in  order  to  defeat 
all  estates  tail  of  B,  and  to  convey 
the  inheritance  in  fee  therein,  A. 
and  £.  jointly  conveyed  the  two 
estates,  and  all  the  interest  of  A, 
and  B,  therein,  to  C,  for  500  years, 
to  secure  the  repayment  of  1200/. 
and  interest,  with  remainder  to  A, 
for  life,  remainder  to  -5.  in  fee.  In 
fyuctf  A .  was  tenant  in  tsiil,  not  tenant 
for  life,  of  one  of  the  two  estates : — 
Hdd,  that  the  conveyance  being  for 
valuable  consideration  as  to  both  B, 
and  C,  the  tenant  in  tail  under  AJs 
entail  could  not  be  heard  to  say  that 
such  entail  was  not  barred  by  the 
deed,  the  intention  to  convey  the 
whole  fee  simple  in  the  property  so 
entailed  being  sufficiently  expressed, 
and  the  operative  words  of  the  disen- 
tailing deed  being  large  enough  to  bar 
such  entaiL     Evcma  v.  Jones,        29 

2.  A  settlement,  by  which  real 
estates  were  limited  to  the  use  of  A, 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  son  in 
tail,  contained  a  power  of  sale  and 
exchange,  to  be  exercised  during  the 
life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  with  her 
consent,  signified  by  writing  \mder 
her  hand  and  seal 

By  a  disentailing  deed,  to  which 
the  tenant  for  life  was  a  pai-ty,  the 
tenant  in  tail,  with  the  consent  of  his 
mother  the  tenant  for  life,  testified 
by  her  executing  that  deed,  conveyed 
the  settled  estates,  subject  to  her  life 
estate  therein,  and  also  other  here- 
ditaments, of  which  he  was  tenant  in 
tail  in  possession,  to  uses  to  bar  dower 
in  his  own  favour. 

This  deed  contained  no  recital  of 
any  contract,  but,  in  the  operative 
part,  its  object  was  stated  to  be  in 
order  to  defeat  the  estate  or  estates 


tail  of  the  tenant  in  tail  in  the  be 
ditaments  therein  oonipriaedy  and 
other  estates,  powers^  rights,  and 
terests  limited  to  take  effect  after 
determination  or  in  defeasance 
such  estate  or  estates  tail^  and  to  Ui 
the  fee  simple  in  such  hereditame] 
as  to  such  parts  thereof  as  were  ves 
in  the  tenant  for  life^  subject  to 
life  estate  therein,  to  the  uses  then 
after  expressed : — Hddy  that  the  c 
currence  of  the  tenant  for  life  in 
disentailing  deed  did  not  bar 
power  of  assenting  to  a  subeeqo 
exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  and 
change,  because  this  was  a  powei 
raise  a  use  paramount  to  the  est 
tail,  and  there  was  nothing  in 
frame  of  the  deed  from  ^which  a  c 
tract  could  be  implied,  that  the  ten 
for  life  would  not  consent  aft^-wa 
to  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  i 
and  exchange.    HiU  v.  Pritchard,  I 

DIVIDENDS. 

/S^WlLL,  9. 

DOMICIL. 
See  Residence. 

A  man  cannot  have  two  domici 
at  least  with  reference  to  the  suco 
sion  to  his  personal  estate. 

Legitimate  children  acquire  1 
birth  the  domicil  of  their  father. 

An  infant  cannot  change  his  don 
cil  by  his  own  act. 

A  new  domicil  cannot  be  acquin 
except  by  intention  and  act;  but,  b 
ing  in  itinere  to  the  intended  domic 
is  a  sufficient  act  for  this  purpose. 

But  the  strongestintention  of  abai 
doning  a  domicil,  and  actual  abandoi 
ment  of  residence,  will  not  deprive 
man  of  that  domicil,  unless  he  has  a 
quired  another. 

An  engagement  to  serve  and  actuj 
service  in  the  Indian  army,  under 
commission  from  the  Exiai  Indi 
Company,  when  the  duties  of  such  a 
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appomtment  necessarily  require  resi- 
dence in  India  for  an  indefinite  pe- 
riod, confers  upon  the  ofl&cer  anAnglo- 
Indicm  domicil;  for  the  law,  in  such 
a  case,  presumes  an  intention  consis- 
tent with  his  duty,  and  holds  his  re- 
sidence to  he  animo  et  facto  in  India. 
And  this,  even  if  he  have  property 
in  the  country  which  was  his  domicil 
of  origin. 

An  Anglo-Indian  is  not,  for  all 
purposes,  an  English  domiciL 

A  domiciled  Scotch/many  having 
ancestral  property  but  no  house  in 
his  native  country,  by  accepting  a 
commission,  and  serving  in  the  Indian 
army,  abandoned  his  domicil  of  origin, 
and  acquired  an  Anglo-Indian  domi- 
cil. He  afterwards  attained  the  ruik 
of  Greneral  in  the  India/n  army,  and 
was  made  colonel  of  a  regiment,  and 
then  left  India  with  the  intention  of 
not  returning  thither,  but  came  to 
Great  Britain,  where  he  lived  part  of 
the  year  in  a  house  which  he  had 
built  on  his  estate  in  Scotland^  and 
part  in  a  hired  house  in  London,  im- 
der  circumstances,  which,  if  he  had 
been  a  single  man,  would  have  given 
him  again  a  Scotch  domicil;  but  his 
wife  and  establishment  of  servants 
resided  constantly  at  the  house  in 
London: — Held,  that  this  fact  coun- 
terl)alanced  the  effect  of  the  other 
circumstances,  and  proved  that  his  in- 
tention was  permanently  to  reside  in 
England;  and  that,  therefore,  he 
must  be  considered  to  have  abandon- 
ed his  acquired  domicil  in  India,  and 
acquired,  by  choice,  a  new  one  in 
England.     Forbes  v.  Forbes,        341 

DONATIO  MORTIS  CAUSA. 
iS'ee  Voluntary  Tbust,  1. 

ELECTION. 
See  Power  of  Appointment,  3. 
A  devise  by  a  will  made  before 


1838,  (1  Vict.  c.  26,  ss.  24,  34),  of  aU 
the  real  estates  of  which  the  testator 
then  was  or  at  the  time  of  his  death 
shoidd  be  seised,  to  his  heiivat-law,  if 
the  testator  acquired  real  estates  sub- 
sequent to  the  date  of  his  will,  put  the 
heir  to  his  election. 

So,  also,  would  such  a  devise  by  a 
testator  who  died  before  1834,  (3&^ 
WilL  4,  c.  106,  s.  3),  from  the  mbre 
intention  thereby  shewn  to  give  the 
heir  property  under  the  will ;  notwith- 
standing that  he  would  take  nothing 
in  &ct  imder  the  will  but  by  his  bet- 
ter title  as  heir. 

In  such  a  case,  the  testator,  subse- 
quently to  the  making  of  his  will, 
contracted  to  buy  a  certain  freehold 
estate,  and  then  made  a  codicil  direct- 
ing the  executors  and  trustees  of  his 
wUl  to  complete  the  purchafie,  and 
hold  the  estate  upon  the  trusts  of  the 
will,  which  were  partly  in  favour  of 
the  heir,  and  then  the  testator  took  a 
conveyance  of  the  same  estate  to  uses 
to  bar  dower  in  his  own  favour: — 
Held,  that  the  devise  by  the  codicil 
was  revoked,  and  that  the  heir  must 
elect. 

If  a  testator,  before  1838,  devised 
estate  A.,  which  he  had  contracted  to 
buy,  to  one  person,  and  estate  B.,  and 
all  other  estates  which  he  might  sub- 
sequently acquire,  to  another,  and 
gave  benefits  to  his  heir,  and  after- 
wards took  a  conveyance  of  il.  to  uses 
to  bar  dower  in  his  own  favour,  and 
acquired  other  estates: — Qtwsre,  whe- 
ther the  devisee  of  ^.  could  claim  A., 
and  all  other  after-acquired  estates, 
against  the  testator's  heir,  under  the 
doctrine  of  election;  for  the  whole 
doctrine  proceeds  so  entirely  upon  the 
ground  of  inlention,  that  tiie  heir,  in 
such  a  case,  might  be  entitled  to  re- 
tain the  estates,  because  neither  of  the 
devisees  coidd  have  a  better  right 
against  him  than  the  other.  Schroder 
V.  Schroder,  578 
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ELEGIT. 

A  OttDal  Company  was  inoorpo- 
mkad  l^  aqwcial  Act  of  Parliament^ 
ywhaotk  aathoriaed  them  to  pvirchaae 
lands  for  tlie  parpoaes  of  iha  Aot^  and 
for  no  other  porpoae,  and  empowered 
them  to  Irrj  rates,  tolls,  and  dnes^  and 
tobocrowmonejon  mortgage  thereof; 
and  contained  a  provision,  that  all 
persons  whatsoever  might  navigate 
upon  the  canal,  upon  payment  of  the 
rates  and  dnes  thereby  authorised  to 
be  taken.  The  Company  made  seve- 
ral mortgages  of  the  rates,  tolls^  and 
dnes  under  the  Act ;  one  of  the  mort- 
gagees, on  behalf  <^  himself  and  all 
otheri^  obtained  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver  of  the  Company's  rates,  tolls, 
and  dues^  who  was  ordered  to  pay 
thereout  the  expenses  of  carrying  on 
the  Company's  business,  and  then  the 
interest  on  &e  said  mortgages,  and  to 
pay  the  balance  into  Court  in  the 


A  judgment  creditor  of  the  Com- 
rany  presented  a  petition  in  the  cause 
beftm  the  hearing,  praying  that  he 
might  be  at  liberty  to  sue  out  and  ex- 
ecute a  fi.  fiu  and  elegit  against  the 
goods  and  lands  respectively  of  the 
Company : — Held,  that  he  might  exe- 
cute a  fi.  £el,  but  that  all  he  could 
take  under  ^e  elegit  would  be  such 
right  in  the  lands  as  the  Company 
had,  namely,  subject  to  the  mortgages 
and  to  the  right  of  user  of  the  canal 
by  the  public,  and  subject  also  to  the 
powers  of  management  of  the  Com- 
puiy.  FoUa  v.  The  Warwick  omd 
Bwmmghnvm  Canal  Navigatiion  Gon^ 
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ESTABLISHING    A    WILL 
AGAINST  THE  HEIR 

A  bill  can  be  maintained  by  a  de- 
visee of  the  l^;al  estate  in  real  pro- 
perty, who  is  in  possession,  for  the 


purpose  of  estaUiduiig  theniU  agn 
the  testator^  hair^t-law,  aiUwoi 
the  heir  has  brougltt  no  aotiion 
ejectment  against  Uke  devisee. 

Ptevionsly  to  tbe  fitetnte  i 
FraodB  the  Oooit  of  Chnwery  fr 
qnently  took  upon  itself  to  detennii 
tiie  vaHdity  of  wills  by  inquiry  bcfoa 
some  of  the  Masters  oftne  Court, 
practice  which  has  ceased  since  tl 
case  oiKenriek  t.  Brantby^  7  BraJ 
C.  437,  A.IX  1727. 

Bat,  as  early  as  the  time  < 
James  the  Firsts  it  appears  to  hai 
been  considered  that  the  proper  moc 
of  trying  the  validity  or  invalidity  < 
a  will  of  real  estate,  was  byatriali 
law,  the  Court  of  C^iancery  leservii 
power  to  deal  with  the  case  as  justii 
might  require. 

The  proceeding  in  equity  to  e 
tabHsh  a  will  against  the  heir  diffisi 
very  much  from  assisting  to  try  ii 
validity  or  invalidity,  either  by  it 
moving  the  obstacle  of  an  outstandin 
term,  in  which  case  the  trial  at  k 
would  be  by  ejectment,  or  by  pei 
petoating  testimony  conceming  tli 
will;  bcGUise,  by  a  decree  establisl 
ing  the  will,  the  heir«t-law  is  a 
bound  that  a  perpetual  injunctio 
would  be  granted  against  him,  if  afte 
such  decree  he  should  attempt  to  in 
peach  the  wilL 

The  origin  of  this  jurisdictioi 
is  obscure;  but,  on  principle^  it  can 
not  arise  from  the  £eu^  of  the  devis 
being  upon  trusty  for  that  can  i^*^ 
no  difference  to  the  heir;  or  becans 
the  Court  ezpeiiences  a  difficulty,  fo 
then,  in  all  other  cases  of  difficult 
occurring  under  deeds,  there  wouli 
be  the  same  jurisdiction. 

Nor  can  it  be  for  the  protectio] 
of  trustees,  becaose  the  jurisdictio] 
exists  where  there  is  no  trusty  bu 
only  the  obbiacle  of  an  outstanding 
legal  estate,  which  prevents  an  actioi 
at  law. 
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But  upon  principle  and  authori- 
ty there  is  an  inherent  equity  on  the 
part  of  the  devisee,  whether  l^al  or 
equitable,  arising  ^m  the  mere  fact 
of  the  devise,  to  have  the  will  estab- 
lished against  the  heir. 

An  averment  in  such  a  bill, 
that  A.  claims  to  be  heir  of  the 
testator,  supported  by  a  statement 
that  he  has  sued  in  that  character  in 
Irdcmdy  and  succeeded,  is  sufficient. 

That  the  l^al  estate  has  been 
conveyed  by  the  Plaintiff  to  his  own 
trustee  since  the  testator's  death  can- 
not give  any  equity  to  sustain  such  a 
bilL     Boyse  v.  Roatboroughy  71 


EVIDENCE. 

See  Copyholds,  2. 

Limitation  op  Actions,  2. 
Power  of  ApponmiENT,  2. 
Will,  2. 

1.  In  support  of  an  application, 
that  creditors  whose  dividends  are 
less  than  10^.  may  have  their  shares 
of  a  fund  in  Court  paid  out  to  their 
solicitor,  there  must  be  produced  the 
written  consent  of  the  several  credi- 
tors, veri£ed  by  affidavit.  Dovonmg 
V.  Pickery  App.  i 

2.  The  Plaintiff  moved,  that  a  soli- 
citor might  be  appointed  to  examine 
witnesses  residing  more  than  twenty 
miles  from  Londim: — Hdd,  that  the 
application  might  be  made  by  motion 
in  Court  instead  of  at  Chambers ;  and 
that,  in  case  of  witnesses  residing  so 
far  from  London,  the  old  practice 
was  unchanged ;  but  the  evidence  in 
tins  case  being  special,  a  barrister, 
to  be  chosen  by  both  parties,  must 
be  the  examiner.  Costs  to  be  costs 
in  the  cause.      Beed  v.   Presi, 

App.  xiv 

3.  In  a  suit  by  a  mortgagee  to  re- 
deem prior  mortgages  and  for  a  sale, 
the  mortgagor,  by  his  answer,  dis- 
puted the  validity  of  the  Plaintiff's 


mortgage,  on  the  ground  that  the  exe- 
cution of  it  by  the  mortgagor  had  been 
obtained  by  a  fraud  concocted  between 
one  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the 
deed  and  other  persons,  and  without 
the  Plaintiff  knowing  the  contents 
of  it.  The  Defendant  had  elected  to 
have  the  evidence  in  the  cause  taken 
orally.  The  Plaintiff  not  being  able 
to  obtain  an  appointment  before  the 
Examiner  for  some  time,  moved  that 
he  might  be  at  liberty  at  the  hearing 
to  prove  his  mortgage  deed  by  affi- 
davit:— Eddy  that,  as  the  answer 
impeached  the  deed  in  this  manner, 
it  could  not  be  proved  as  an  exhibit 
at  the  hearing,  and,  as  the  witnesses 
woidd  probably  be  cross-examined, 
no  time  woxdd  be  saved  by  the  pro- 
posed course;  and,  therefore,  the  mo- 
tion was  refiised;  and  as,  if  granted, 
it  would  have  been  an  indulgence,  it 
was  refused  with  costa 

The  advantage  of  having  witnesses 
produced  for  examination  and  seeing 
their  demeanour  is  a  right  of  which 
the  Court  will  not  deprive  the  parties. 
Hitchcock  V.  Carew,  -^PP*  ^^ 

4.  Upon  a  motion  for  an  injunc- 
tion, the  Defendant,  asking  for  time 
to  answer  affidavits,  was  put  upon 
terms  to  file  his  affidavits  in  two 
days,  an  interim  injunction  being 
granted  until  the  next  seaL  He  then 
applied  for  an  order  appointing  a 
special  examiner,  and  directing  the 
Plaintiff,  who  had  made  an  affidavit 
in  support  of  the  motion,  to  attend 
on  the  next  day  without  further  no- 
tice before  such  special  examiner,  to 
be  cross-examined  upon  his  affidavit : 
— Hdd^  that  the  Plaintiff  upon  an 
interlocutory  motion  for  an  injunc- 
tion, was  under  the  control  of  the 
Court,  and  that  the  indulgence  which 
was  asked  was  only  to  enable  the 
Defendant  to  do  what  he  could  have 
done  without  any  order,  if  the  ex- 
aminer had  been  at  liberty;  and  t^e 
application  was  accordingly  granted. 
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HM,  also,  that  the  Plaintiff  should 
have  the  like  liberty  of  cross-examin- 
ing the  Defendant  upon  an  affidavit 
by  him,  denjin/i^  a  simple  fact  alleged 
by  the  Plaintiff,  and  made  for  the 
purpose  of  gaining  time;  and  that 
the  Defendant  would  not  be  prevent- 
ed by  such  cross-examination  and 
his  own  re-examination  from  after- 
wards filing  further  affidavits.  Bese- 
meres  v.  Beaemeres,  A  pp.  xvii 

5.  Affidavits  as  to  matters  direct- 
ly in  issue  in  the  cause,  which  are 
filed  after  the  filing  of  the  certificate 
of  the  Judge's  Clerk,  will  not  be  ad- 
mitted at  the  hearing  on  further  con- 
sideration; but,  if  necessary,  upon 
the  suggestion  of  counsel,  an  inquiry 
may  be  directed.     Fleming  v.  East, 

App.  liL 

ESCROW. 
See  PowEa  op  Appointment,  2. 

EXCEPTION. 
See  Leaseholds,  1. 

It  is  not  necessary  now,  in  every 
case,  to  insert  a*  charge  of  documents 
in  a  bill  as  a  foimdation  for  the  usual 
interrogatory  concerning  them. 

Exceptions  to  an  answer  to  the 
interrogatory  concerning  documents 
are  now  unnecessary,  bemuse  the  dis- 
covery may  be  enforced  in  Chambers. 
Ferry  v.  Turpin,  -^PP-  xlix 

EXONERATION. 

The  owner  in  fee  simple  of  certain 
hereditaments  settled  them  by  a  vo- 
luntary deed  to  such  uses  as  he 
should  appoint,  and,  subject  thereto, 
to  himself  for  life,  with  remainders 
over.  (Subsequently,  he  exercised  his 
power  of  appointment  by  a  deed 
mortgaging  the  estate  for  15,000/., 
and  he  covenanted  in  that  deed  for 
payment  of  the  mortgage  debt  and 
interest.    He  then  died,  having  made 


his  will,  reciting  the  settlement  so 
to  shew  the  power  of  appoiutme: 
and  exercising  it  hj  makiiig  soi 
further  charges  upon  the  estate;  a 
subject  thereto,  expressly  confirmi 
the  settlement,  and  subjecting  ] 
residuary  personal  estate  to  the  pe 
ment  of  his  debts: — IleUi,  that  t 
settled  estate,  as  between  the  per&o 
entitled  thereto  and  the  personal  i 
presentatives  of  the  settlor^  was  i 
primary  fund  for  payment  of  i 
mortgage.     Jenkmson  v.  Harcauri 

FRAUD. 
See  Power  of  Appointment,  2. 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETIES. 
Under  the  Friendly  Societies  Aci 
and  particularly  imder  10  Geo.  4, 
56,  s.  15,  after  a  society  within  the 
proviittons  has  been  dissolved^  thoa^ 
its  affairs  are  not  wound  up,  tJ 
Court  of  Chancery  has  no  jurisdictic 
upon  petition  to  appoint  a  person  i 
convey  or  assure  property  in  the  po 
session  of  a  trustee,  who  refuses  t 
concur  with  his  co- trustees  in  realii 
ing  it,  for  the  purpose  of  having  i 
distributed  among  the  membera  / 
re  The  Eclipse  Mutual  BenefU  Assc 
cicUian,  App.  xx: 

mFANTS. 
See  Trustee  and  Cestui  que  trust 

INDIA. 
See  DoMiciL. 


INJUNCTION. 
See  Account. 
Covenant. 
Creditor's  Suit, 
Mines,  2. 

Municipal  Corporation. 
Surety. 

1.  A  vendor  entered  into  agree- 
ments, by  deed,  to  sell  to  A,,  B.,  and 
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C,  certain  land,  in  lots,  for  building 
purposes,  reserving  to  himself  a  por- 
tion. Each  deed  of  agreement  con- 
tained covenants  between  the  vendor 
and  purchasers  rcs])ectively,  and 
amongst  others,  that  the  purchasers 
should,  within  a  certain  time,  erect 
dwelling-houses  upon  their  i-espective 
lots,  in  an  uniform  row,  in  a  certain 
specified  position;  and  that  no  build- 
ing should  be  erected  on  the  piece  of 
ground  in  front  of  each  house,  which 
was  'to  be  laid  out  as  a  garden;  and 
that  the  vendor  would  dispose  of  all 
the  lots  subject  to  the  same  condi- 
tions as  to  building;  and  that,  in 
case  the  vendor  should  build  upon 
the  portion  reserved  by  him,  he 
would  build  in  a  line  with  the  other 
houses,  and  would  keep  a  similar 
piece  of  land  in  front  for  a  garden. 

Before  the  contracts  were  com- 
pleted by  conveyance,  the  vendor 
sold  and  conveyed  the  reserved  land 
to «/.,  and  the  deed  of  conveyance  re- 
cited the  said  sales,  and  contained  a 
covenant  by  the  vendor,  that,  in  the 
conveyances  to  -4.,  B.^  and  C7.,  he 
would  require  them  to  enter  into 
covenants  with  «/.,  similar  to  their 
covenants  in  the  agreement-s.  J,  also 
thereby  covenanted  with  the  vendor, 
that,  if  he  should  build  on  the  land 
purchased  by  him,  he  would  build 
within  the  line,  and  would  keep  the 
said  piece  of  ground  in  front  as  a 
garden.  Subsequently  the  land  pur- 
chased by  A.  was  conveyed  to  him 
by  a  deed,  in  which  A.  entered  into 
the  same  covenants  as  he  had  entered 
into  in  the  deed  of  agreement.  After 
divers  mesne  assignments,  the  land 
piu-chased  by  J.  became  vested  in  the 
Defendants,  with  notice  of  the  agree- 
ments and  of  J. «  covenants  in  his 
piu^chase  deed;  and  the  land  of  A. 
came  in  like  manner  to  the  Plain- 
tiff:— Ueldf  that,  whether  the  cove- 
nants ran  with  the  land  or  not,  as 


the  Defendants  had  notice  of  them, 
the  Plaintiff  might  have  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  build- 
ing in  a  manner  contrary  to  the  ge- 
neral scheme  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
original  parties.     Colea  v.  ^iwu?,     b^ 

2.  Land  having  been  laid  out  for 
building,  and  streets  projected  across 
it,  the  Defendant  bought  one  plot 
with  a  right  of  way  over  the  pro- 
jected streets,  the  vendors  reserv- 
ing a  similar  privilege  over  the  street 
in  front  of  the  plot  sold;  and  the 
Defendant  covenanted  with  the  ven- 
dors, that  he  would  not  erect  any 
building  on  the  said  plot  within  the 
distance  of  six  feet  from  the  intended 
streets : — Hdd^  that  the  erection  of  a 
waU  fifteen  feet  high,  at  right  angles 
to  the  principal  street,  and  extending 
quite  up  to  it,  was  an  infringement 
of  this  covenant ;  but,  that  it  was  not 
broken  by  the  projection  a  few  inches 
too  far  of  the  lower  part  of  the  wall 
of  a  house,  nor  by  a  brick  porch  which 
came  forward  one  foot  within  the 
limit. 

Hdd^  also,  that  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser of  a  neighboiuing  portion  of 
the  land  might  obtain  an  injunction 
against  the  first  purchaser,  to  restrain 
him  frx)m  infringing  his  covenant; 
and  this,  whether  the  Plaintiff,  at 
the  time  of  his  purchase,  knew  of  the 
existence  of  the  Defendant's  covenant 
or  not,  as  the  Plaintiff  must  be  taken 
to  have  bought  all  the  rights  con- 
nected with  his  portion  of  the  land, 
especially  if  he  has  bound  himself  by 
a  similar  covenant. 

It  is  no  objection,  in  such  a  case, 
that  the  vendor  has  not  entered  into 
reciprocal  covenants  with  the  piu> 
chaser,  such  as,  to  subject  the  pur- 
chasers of  the  remaining  land  to  like 
obligations  respecting  their  plots; 
for  the  conveyance  of  the  land  was  a 
sufiicient  reciprocal  advantage  to  sup- 
port the  covenant. 
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Nor  does  it  matter  that  the  Plain- 
tiff or  Defendant,  or  both,  are  assigns 
of  the  original  parties  to  the  cove- 
nant sought  to  be  enforced ;  for  the 
covenantee  must  be  taken  to  have 
assigned  the  benefit  of  the  covenant 
with  each  portion  of  the  remaining 
land,  and  the  assign  of  the  covenantor 
is  bound  in  equity  if  he  had  notice 
of  the  covenant. 

The  equity  is  the  same,  where  the 
vendors  of  a  plot  of  land  to  the  first 
purchaser  conveyed  to  him  by  the 
exercise  of  a  general  power  of  ap- 
pointment under  a  settlement,  and 
the  person  seeking  to  restrain  a 
breach  of  the  covenant  is  one  of  the 
persons  entitled  to  the  rest  of  the 
land  under  the  limitations  in  the  set- 
tlement in  default  of  appointment,  or 
is  the  assign  of  either  of  such  per- 
sons, or  an  appointee  under  a  power 
of  sale  and  exchange  contained  in  the 
settlement  by  way  of  proviso,  in  the 
usual  form,  and  whether  he  is  such 
an  assign  or  appointee  of  the  whole 
or  of  part  only  of  the  remaining 
land. 

The  original  vendors,  or  their  as- 
signs, not  having  taken  proceedings 
against  the  first  purchaser,  who  had 
built  upon  his  land  in  such  manner 
that  it  was  very  doubtful  whether  or 
not  he  had  thereby  broken  his  cove- 
nant : — Hdd^  that  this  was  not  such 
an  acquiescence  as  would  prejudice 
their  right  to  restrain  a  breach  of  the 
covenant. 

The  distance  from  the  road  within 
which  building  was  prohibited  being 
left  in  blank  in  the  covenant  in  the 
deed,  but  being  expressed  in  the 
previous  written  contract,  and  it 
being  proved  that  the  blank  had  been 
left  by  the  direction  of  the  clerk  of 
the  vendors'  solicitor,  not  their  au- 
thorised agent,  and  that  there  was  no 
intention  to  depart  in  the  deed  from 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the 


clerk  having  declined  to  give  < 
dence  concerning  the  matter : — R 
that  relief  might  be  given  aa  tboi 
t1)e  covenant  in  the  deed  had  b 
perfect  and  in  accordance  witii 
contract;  but, 

Hddj  that  the  defect  mnjst  be  c 
fessed  and  avoided  in  the  bill,  i 
that  no  relief  could  be  given  wh 
the  bill  stated  the  covenant  as  thoi 
it  contained  no  blank,  and  the  i 
fiEtcts  only  appeared  upon  the  affi 
vits.     ChM  V.  Douglas,  £ 

INTEREST. 
See  Limitation  of  Actions,  1,  ^ 

MORTGAaS. 

INTERLOCUTORY  INJXJNC 
TION. 

See  ACQUIESOENCB. 

Land  having  been  laid  ont  i 
building  a  row  of  houses  on  a  gez 
ral  plan,  according  to  which  no  boil 
ing  was  to  be  erected  within  six  fe 
from  a  projected  road  in  front  of  ti 
row,  a  purchaser  of  one  of  the  pld 
being  aware  of  the  general  schem 
and  buying  subject  to  the  terms  of 
printed  form  of  contract  relating  1 
the  whole  estate,  which  resteuiiK 
him  from  buildingwithin  six  feet  finoi 
the  road,  and  knowing  that  anotht 
plot  had  been  previously  sold  an 
built  upon  according  to  the  genen 
scheme,  must  be  considered  to  ha^ 
known  that  the  previous  purcha« 
had  bought  subject  to  a  similar  n 
striction. 

But,  if  the  second  purchaser  di 
not  actually  know  this,  still,  whei 
he  has  purchased  all  the  rights  of  tk 
vendors  relating  to  his  plot  of  lan< 
it  became  impossible  for  the  vendor 
from  the  time  of  his  purchase,  to  r 
lease  the  former  purchaser  from  h 
covenant  not  to  build  within  six  fei 
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{rom  the  road,  or  to  alter  in  any  re- 
spect their  rights  against  him. 

Therefore,  where  the  prohibited 
distance  had  by  accident  been  left 
in  blank  in  the  former  purchaser's 
covenant,  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  vendors,  and  they  had  a  right  to 
have  the  deed  rectified,  the  second 
purchaser  was  held  entitled  to  an 
injunction  to  restrain  a  breach  of  the 
covenant  by  the  former  purchaser; 
and  as  this  right  was  entirely  equit- 
able, and  might,  if  the  covenant  had 
been  perfect,  have  been  enforced  in 
the  absence  of  the  original  covenant- 
ing parties : — Hddi  that  the  injunc- 
tion might  be  obtained  without  hav- 
ing the  deed  rectified,  and  without 
making  the  covenantee  a  party  to  the 
suit.     Child  V.  Douglas^  575 

ISSUK 
See  Will,  1. 

JOINTURR 

See  Settlement,  1. 

JURISDICTION. 

See  EsTABLisHiKO  A  Will  againbt 
THE  Heir. 
Trustee  Relief  Actt. 
Ward  op  Court,  1,  2. 

A  person  holding  by  the  warrant 
of  her  Majesty  the  office  of  Judicial 
Assessor  to  the  native  princes,  and 
being  also  Chief  Judge  of  her  Majes- 
ty's dominions  on  the  Odd  CoaH  of 
AJricet,  took  possession  of  the  personal . 
effects  of  a  British  subject,  who  died 
intestate,  domiciled  at  Cape  Cocui 
Town,  in  Afiriccty  and  claimed  to  be 
the  official  administrator  of  these  as- 
sets, by  usage,  in  his  capacity  of  Ju- 
dicial Assessor,  and,  as  such,  to  be 
entitled  to  7^  per  cent,  oommismon 
upon  them.  He  afterwards  trans- 
mitted part   of  the  assets  to  this 


country  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
carried  to  the  account  of  the  intes- 
tate's estate,  and  came  to  this  country 
himself  on  leave  of  absence  for  a  short 
time.  The  f&iher  of  the  intestate, 
being  his  sole  next  of  kin,  obtained 
letters  of  administration  to  him  in 
JEnglandf  and  filed  his  bill  against 
the  Judicial  Assessor  for  administrsr 
tion,  and  for  a  receiver.  And  upon 
motion  for  a  receiver  in  the  suit  :— 
Held,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  had 
jurisdiction  to  sustain  the  applica- 
tion, as  the  assets  and  the  Judicial 
Assessor  were  both  in  this  country, 
whatever  might  be  the  nature  of  his 
authority ;  and  that,  there  being  the 
danger  of  his  taking  the  assets  again 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,  although  he 
might  be  the  proper  representative 
of  the  intestate  in  JJricc^,  a  good  case 
was  made  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver. 

An  inquiry  as  to  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  jurisdiction  exercised 
by  her  Majesty  at  Cape  Coast  Town, 
in  the  administration  of  personal  es- 
tate of  persons  d3ring  there  intestate, 
and  the  maimer  of  exercising  such 
jurisdiction,  directed  to  the  Colonial 
Office,  under  the  provisions  of  the  6 
&  7  Vict.  c.  94. 

But  a  motion,  that  the  Defendant 
might  pay  into  Court  proceeds  of 
assets  in  his  own  hands,  was  refused. 
Hervey  v.  FOzpalHck,  421 

LACHES. 

/SO0  Account. 
Acquiescenob. 

LEASE. 
/Sm  Mines,  2. 


LEASEHOLDa 
1.  A  testator  bequeathed  to  his 
executors  and  trustees  all  his  personal 
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Nor  does  it  matter  that  the  Plain- 
tiff or  Defendant,  or  both,  are  assigns 
of  the  original  parties  to  the  cove- 
nant sought  to  be  enforced ;  for  the 
covenantee  must  be  taken  to  have 
assigned  the  benefit  of  the  covenant 
with  each  portion  of  the  remaining 
land,  and  the  assign  of  the  covenantor 
is  bound  in  equity  if  he  had  notice 
of  the  covenant. 

The  equity  is  the  same,  where  the 
vendors  of  a  plot  of  land  to  the  first 
purchaser  conveyed  to  him  by  the 
exercise  of  a  general  power  of  ap- 
pointment under  a  settlement,  and 
the  person  seeking  to  restrain  a 
breach  of  the  covenant  is  one  of  the 
persons  entitled  to  the  rest  of  the 
land  under  the  limitations  in  the  set- 
tlement in  default  of  appointment,  or 
is  the  assign  of  either  of  such  per- 
sons, or  an  appointee  under  a  power 
of  sale  and  exchange  contained  in  the 
settlement  by  way  of  proviso,  in  the 
usual  form,  and  whether  he  is  such 
an  assign  or  appointee  of  the  whole 
or  of  part  only  of  the  remaining 
land. 

The  original  vendors,  or  their  as- 
signs, not  having  taken  proceedings 
against  the  first  purchaser,  who  had 
built  upon  his  land  in  such  manner 
that  it  was  very  doubtful  whether  or 
not  he  had  thereby  broken  his  cove- 
nant : — Hdd,  that  this  was  not  such 
an  acquiescence  as  would  prejudice 
their  right  to  restrain  a  breach  of  the 
covenant. 

The  distance  from  the  road  within 
which  building  was  prohibited  being 
left  in  blank  in  the  covenant  in  the 
deed,  but  being  expressed  in  the 
previous  written  contract,  and  it 
being  proved  that  the  blank  had  been 
left  by  the  direction  of  the  derk  of 
the  vendors'  solicitor,  not  their  au- 
thorised agent,  and  that  there  was  no 
intention  to  depart  in  the  deed  from 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the 


clerk  having  declined  to  give  e^ 
dence  concerning  the  matter: — Hti 
that  relief  might  be  given  as  thoii| 
tlie  covenant  in  the  deed  had  be 
perfect  and  in  accordance  witii  i 
contract;  but, 

Hdd,  that  the  defect  must  be  co 
fessed  and  avoided  in  tbe  bill,  ai 
that  no  relief  could  be  given  wbc 
the  bill  stated  the  covenant  as  thou 
it  contained  no  blank,  and  the  n 
facts  only  appeared  upon  the  affic 
vits.     ChUd  V.  Douglas,  5< 

INTEREST. 
See  LiinTATiON  of  Actioks,  1,  2 

MORTGAaB. 

INTERLOCUTORY  IITJXJNC 
TION. 

See  ACQXTIESGENCB. 

Land  having  been  laid  oat  i 
building  a  row  of  houses  on  a  gez 
ral  plan,  according  to  which  no  boil 
ing  was  to  be  erected  within  six  fe 
from  a  projected  road  in  front  of  ti 
row,  a  purchaser  of  one  of  the  plot 
being  aware  of  the  general  schem 
and  buying  subject  to  the  terms  of 
printed  form  of  contract  relating  t 
the  whole  estate,  which  restraine 
him  from  buildingwithin  six  feet  hm 
the  road,  and  knowing  that  anothc 
plot  had  been  previously  sold  am 
built  upon  according  to  the  genera 
scheme,  must  be  considered  to  hav 
known  that  the  previous  purchase 
had  bought  subject  to  a  similar  re 
striction. 

But,  if  the  second  purchaser  dii 
not  actually  know  this,  still,  wher 
he  has  purchased  all  the  rights  of  th< 
vendors  relating  to  his  plot  of  land 
it  became  impossible  for  the  vendors 
from  the  time  of  his  purchase,  to  re 
lease  the  former  purchaser  finom  hi 
covenant  not  to  build  within  six  fee 
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from  the  road,  or  to  alter  in  any  re- 
spect their  rights  against  him. 

Therefore,  where  the  prohibited 
distance  had  by  accident  been  left 
in  blank  in  the  former  purchaser's 
covenant,  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  vendors,  and  they  had  a  right  to 
have  the  deed  rectified,  the  second 
purchaser  was  held  entitled  to  an 
injunction  to  restrain  a  breach  of  the 
covenant  by  the  former  purchaser; 
and  as  this  right  was  entirely  equit- 
able, and  might,  if  the  covenant  had 
been  perfect,  have  been  enforced  in 
the  absence  of  the  original  covenant- 
ing parties : — Hddj  that  the  injunc- 
tion might  be  obtained  without  hav- 
ing the  deed  rectified,  and  without 
making  the  covenantee  a  party  to  the 
suit.     Child  V.  Douglas^  575 

ISSTJR 
See  Will,  1. 

JOINTURR 
See  Settlement,  1. 

JURISDICTION. 

See  EsTABLisHiKG  A  Will  against 
THE  Heir. 
Trustee  Relief  Actt. 
Ward  op  Court,  1,  2. 

A  person  holding  by  the  warrant 
of  her  Majesty  the  office  of  Judicial 
Assessor  to  the  native  princes,  and 
being  also  Chief  Judge  of  her  Majes- 
ty's dominions  on  the  Gold  Coast  of 
AJricck,  took  possession  of  the  personal . 
effects  of  a  British  subject,  who  died 
intestate,  domiciled  at  Cape  Coaat 
Tawrif  in  Afiricct,  and  claimed  to  be 
the  official  administrator  of  these  as- 
sets, by  usage,  in  his  capacity  of  Ju- 
dicial Assessor,  and,  as  such,  to  be 
entitled  to  7^  per  cent,  commission 
upon  them.  He  afterwards  trans- 
mitted part   of  the  assets  to  this 


country  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
carried  to  the  account  of  the  intes- 
tate's estate,  and  came  to  this  country 
himself  on  leave  of  absence  for  a  short 
time.  The  feither  of  the  intestate, 
being  his  sole  next  of  kin,  obtained 
letters  of  administration  to  him  in 
EngUmd,  and  filed  his  bill  against 
the  Judicial  Assessor  for  administrar 
tion,  and  for  a  receiver.  And  upon 
motion  for  a  receiver  in  the  suit :-— » 
Ueldj  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  had 
jurisdiction  to  sustain  the  applicar 
tion,  as  the  assets  and  the  Judicial 
Assessor  were  both  in  this  country^ 
whatever  might  be  the  nature  of  his 
authority ;  and  that,  there  being  the 
danger  of  his  taking  the  assets  again 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,  although  he 
might  be  the  proper  representative 
of  the  intestate  in  Afiricc^  a  good  case 
was  made  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver. 

An  inquiry  as  to  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  jurisdiction  exercised 
by  her  Majesty  at  Cape  Coast  Town, 
in  the  administration  of  personal  es- 
tate of  persons  dying  there  intestate, 
and  the  maimer  of  exercising  such 
jurisdiction,  directed  to  the  Colonial 
Office,  imder  the  provisions  of  the  6 
&  7  Vict.  c.  94. 

But  a  motion,  that  the  Defendant 
might  pay  into  Court  proceeds  of 
assets  in  his  own  hands,  was  refused. 
Hervey  v.  FOxpabrieky  421 

LACHES. 
/So0  Account. 

ACQUIESCENOB. 


LEASE. 
£i06  Mines,  2. 

LEASEHOLDa 
1.  A  testator  bequeathed  to  his 
executors  and  trustees  all  his  pereonal 
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estate  (except  such  goods  as  were  by 
his  will  especially  bequeathed,  and 
also  except  his  leasehold  estates, 
which  he  declared  it  to  be  his  inten- 
tion to  exonerate  from  the  payment 
of  his  debts  and  legacies),  upon  trust, 
in  the  first  place,  to  pay  his  debts, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
and  legacies;  and  in  case  there  should 
be  any  residue  of  his  personal  estate 
(except  as  aforesaid)  he  gave  the 
same  to  his  son  E,  And,  after  giving 
certain  specific  legacies,  the  testator 
devised  all  his  freehold  hereditaments 
to  the  same  trustees,  upon  trust  for 
his  said  son  E.,  for  life,  with  remain- 
der to  his  grandson  TT.,  for  life,  with 
divers  remainders  over  in  tail  And 
the  testator  gave  all  his  leasehold 
estates  to  the  same  trustees,  in  trust, 
to  permit  the  clear  rents  thereof  to 
be  received,  taken,  and  enjoyed  by 
the  person  for  the  time  being  entitled 
to  the  freeholds,  imtil  such  person 
should  by  good  assurance  become 
seised  of  the  freeholds  in  fee  simple 
in  possession;  and  then  in  trust  to 
convey  and  assign  the  leaseholds  to 
him : — ffdd,  that  the  limitations  of 
the  leaseholds  beyond  the  life  estates 
of  E,  and  W,  were  void  for  remote- 
ness; and  that  the  interest  thus  im- 
properly attempted  to  be  given  did 
not  belong  absolutely  to  W.  as  the 
la8t  tenant  for  life,  nor  did  it  pass 
by  the  residuary  bequest  to  E,,  be- 
cause the  exception  of  the  leaseholds 
out  of  the  residuary  gift  was  not 
simply  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
separate  bequest  of  them,  but  also  to 
exonerate  them  from  payment  of  the 
debts  and  legacies;  and  therefore  held, 
that,  beyond  W.'s  life  estate,  the  lease- 
holds were  undisposed  of  by  the  will, 
and  belonged  to  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  testator.    Wainman  v.  Fidd,  507 

2.  If  a  lessee  for  a  term  of  years 
underlet  for  a  less  term,  and  the 
underlessee  sell  by  auction  the  lesser 


terra,  describing  it  as  a  leeue,  and 
of  the  conditions  of  sale  is,  that 
lessor's  title  shall  not  be  inqniiec 
to;  the  vendor's  title  being  goc 
Qucerey  whether  the  purchaser 
refuse  to  complete  because  there 
term,  interposed  between  the  veni 
interest  and  the  freeholcL 

But,  in  such  a  case,  where  the 
perty  was  included  in  the  oii^ 
lease,  together  with  other  hem 
ments,  subject  to  general  coveni 
and  a  power  of  re-entiy  for  breac 
any  of  them,  and  the  purchaser 
discovered  these  &ct8  alitindi 
Held^  that  he  was  entitled  to  re 
to  perform  his  contract,  notn 
standing  that  the  original  lease 
tained  provisions  for  the  apport 
ment  of  the  rent  and  of  the  pc 
of  re-entry. 

It  is  a  formidable  objection  to 
title  of  a  vendor  of  leasehold 
perty,  that  he  has  underlet  it  ] 
lease  which  does  not  contain  sin 
covenants  to  those  by  -which  h 
bound  to  his  own  lessor,  for  exan 
covenants  to  build,  or  to  paint  at 
tain  periods;  for  the  vendor  ] 
thus  have  put  it  out  of  his  power,  < 
ing  the  underlease,  to  peiibrm  o 
nauts  for  the  breach  of  which 
original  lessor  can  re-enter. 

QiujBre,  whether  the  doctrine,  i 
a  purchaser  of  leaseholds,  or  of  £ 
holds  subject  to  a  lease,  has  notio 
the  covenants  in  the  lease,  can 
extended  to  fix  him  with  notice 
collateral  facts  stated  in  such  cc 
nauts?  If  such  facts  disclose  a  dei 
in  the  vendor's  title,  the  Court  i 
not  compel  the  purchaser  to  perfc 
his  contract,  whether  he  had  nol 
or  not.    Da/rlingUm  v.  HamiUonyl 

3.  A  bequest  of  leaseholds  to 
for  life,  remainder  to  B.^  remain< 
to  C,j  gives  B.  a  life  interest  oi 
The  Earl  of  Lonsdale  v.  The  Coun 
BercIUoldi,  i 
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LEGACY. 
See  Will,  2,  5y  6,7,8,  10,  11. 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS,  &c. 
See  Lunacy. 

1.  Where  a  debtor  owes  principal 
and  interest  upon  three  promissory 
notes,  and  the  remedy  in  respect  of 
two  of  them  is  barred  by  the  Statute 
of  Limitations,  if  the  creditor  requests 
payment  of  interest  generally,  and 
the  debtor  makes  a  small  payment 
on  account,  without  specifying  in  re- 
spect of  which  debt  such  payment  is 
made,  this  is  not  such  an  unequivocal 
acknowledgment  of  the  debts  which 
are  barred  as  to  prevent  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Statute. 

The  creditor  may  appropriate  a 
general  payment  of  this  kind  to 
either  of  the  debts;  but  such  appro- 
priation will  not  avoid  the  effect  of 
the  statute,  unless  acknowledged  in 
some  manner  by  the  debtor.  I^ash 
V.  Hodgson,  650 

2.  A.  gave  to  ^.  a  promissory  note, 
dated  October,  1834,  for  837/.  U.  6rf., 
payable  on  demand.  In  December, 
1834,  demand  was  made,  and  A,  then 
promised  to  pay  interest,  and  signed 
an  unstamped  memorandum,  dated 
the  2nd  December,  1834,  as  follows: 
— "I  promise  to  pay  to  B,  837/., 
with  il.  per  cent,  interest  thereon. 
-4."  Neither  principal  nor  interest 
was  paid;  but,  in  January,  1848,  A. 
wrote  to  B,  A  letter  referring  to  a 
promissory  note  for  a  debt  which  he 
acknowledged,  and  promised  thereby 
to  pay. 

Held,  that  the  memorandum  of  De- 
cember, 1 834,  and  a  letteraccompany- 
ing  it,  shewed  that  interest  was  run- 
ning ;  and  that,  though  in  form  a  pro- 
missory note  and  imstamped,  it  could 
be  looked  at  to  see  to  what  debt  this 
interest  was  to  be  referred ;  and  that, 

VOL.  L  F  F 


as  no  other  debt  was  proved  to  exist, 
the  837/.  there  mentioned  was  to  be 
assumed  to  be  part  of  the  837/.  Is.  6d. 
secured  by  the  former  promissory 
note. 

Held,  also,  that,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  of  the  existence  of  any  other 
promissory  note  to  which  it  could  re- 
late, the  letter  of  1848  must  be  taken 
to  refer  to  the  promissory  note  of 
October,  1834,  and  thus  to  take  it 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

By  a  marriage  settlement,  dated 
in  1828,  A,  covenanted  to  transfer 
a  sum  of  stock  belonging  to  him  to 
trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  di- 
vidends to  himself  for  life,  and  then 
upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the 
intended  wife  and  the  issue  of  the 
marriage.  The  stock  ¥ras  not  trans- 
ferred:— Held,  that  A,  was  not  a 
trustee  of  it  within  the  exception 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations;  but, 
that  it  was  a  debt  from  him,  and 
that,  notwithstanding  his  life  inter- 
est, time  began  to  run  against  this 
debt  from  i£e  execution  of  the  set- 
tlement. 

In  1825,  A,  borrowed  from  the 
executors  in  trust  of  a  will,  a  fund 
which  was  thereby  bequeathed  to 
them  in  trust  for  himself  for  life 
and  then  for  other  persons,  and  gave 
to  them  a  promissory  note  for  the 
repayment  of  this  sum  to  them  as 
"  executors  in  trust,"  with  lawful  in- 
terest:— Held,  that  A.  borrowed  the 
fund  and  promised  to  repay  it  as 
trust  money;  and  therefore  that  lapse 
of  time  was  no  bar  to  the  claim 
against  him  for  repayment.  Spicker- 
neU  V.  Hotham,  669 

3.  To  prevent  the  right  to  have 
an  account  from  being  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  have  an  acknowledgment 
that  a  debt  is  actually  due;  but  it 
is  sufficient  that  there  should  be  an 
acknowledgment  that  the  accoimt  is 
pending,  and  a  promise  to  pay  the 

F  E.  K.  W. 
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MARRIED  WOMAN. 


balance,  if  it  ahould  be  found  to  be 
against  the  accounting  party. 

A,,  haying  a  claim  for  an  account 
against  B.  and  C.  in  respect  of  a 
former  partnership  between  them, 
wrote  to  B. — "  C,  before  he  goes, 
ought  to  settle  the  Bridgewater  and 
Mi/nehead  account;  because,  if  he  is 
tinder  any  idea  that  there  is  a  ba- 
lance due  to  him,  he  is  grossly  mis- 
taken, as  such  balance  is  due  to  yours 
ever,  -4."  B,  answered, — "  My  dear 
A, — Bridgewater  and  MinehMd:  I 
haye  had  a  long  talk  with  my  partner 
about  this  matter,  he  says  and  insists, 
that  there  is  a  la^rge  balance  coming 
to  him;  but  I  have  put  the  matter 
right  with  him,  and  you  and  I  must 
go  into  it  and  settle  the  account.  It 
is  necessary  that  we  should  sit  down 
to  this  matter  and  put  it  on  the 
square  :** — Bdd,  that  this  was  a  suffi- 
cient acknowledgment  of  the  right 
to  an  account,  and  promise  to  pay 
anything  that  might  be  due,  to  save 
the  right  to  sue  for  an  accoimt  in 
equity  from  being  barred  by  the  sta- 
tute.    Frcmce  v.  Sympson,  678 

LUNACY. 

An  order  in  lunacy  directing  the 
taxation  of  the  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses  incurred  by  the  solicitors 
employed  in  prosecuting  the  commis- 
sion in  lunacy,  and  subsequently  as 
the  solicitors  of  the  committees,  and 
directing  an  inquiiy  whether  it  would 
be  fit  and  proper  to  raise  these  costs, 
Ac,  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  lu- 
natic's real  estate,  did  not  constitute 
them  a  judgment  debt,  nor  make 
a  charge  in  equity  upon  such  real  es- 
tate; but  such  costs,  <fec.,  were  con- 
sidered as  a  simple  contract  debt  due 
by  the  lunatic  for  necessaries. 

The  lapse  of  six  years,  during  the 
lunatic's  life,  will  not  bar  a  debt  of 
this  description;  for  the  Court  of 
Chancery  will  take  judicial  notice,  in 


a  suit  to  obtain  payment  out  of 
assets  after  his  death,  that  any  ac 
against  the  lunatic  for  the  reoo^ 
of  the  claim  would  have  been 
strained  by  the  Lord  Chanoello 
petition  in  lunacy. 

An  action  of  debt  for  nece« 
supplied  will  lie  against  a  Inn 
Stedman  v.  Hart, 

MARRIED  WOMAN. 
See  Advancement. 

Power  of  ApporNTMENT,  1 

A  married  woman,  entitled  to 
perty  under  a  settlement  to  he 
parate  use,  concurred  with  her 
band  in  raising  money  upon  morl 
of  it,  by  a  deed  which  expressed 
the  money  was  borrowed  by  and 
to  herself  and  her  husband,  but 
tained  a  covenant  by  the  hus 
for  repayment : — Jfeld,  that  the 
sumption  was,  that  the  money 
received  by  the  husband^  but 
this  presumption  might  be  rebi 
by  extrinsic  evidence. 

In  the  absence  of  such  evid 
heldy  that  the  wife  was  only  a  si 
for  the  husband,  and  was,  afbe 
death,  entitled,  as  against  his  ( 
creditors,  to  all  the  rights  inci 
to  that  relation,  and  therefore 
a  right  to  have  the  debt  paid  o 
a  specialty  debt,  out  of  the  hush 
assets.  If  the  mortgage  be  oi 
wife's  freehold  estate  not  aettl< 
her  separate  use,  she  is  still  a  su 
and  has  all  the  rights  of  a  su 
except  perhaps  as  against  her 
band's  other  creditors. 

Whether,  in  this  last  case,  ii 
estate  has  paid  off  the  mortgage 
has  only  a  right  to  be  repaid  oi 
her  husband's  assets,  after  all 
other  creditors  by  simple  contra 
Quaere,  The  dicta  to  that  efiTo 
Tate  V.  Austin,  (1  P.  Wms.  i 
and  Clinton  v.  Hooper ,  (1  Ves. 
187),  disapproved.  Hudson  v. 
michael, 
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MINES. 

1.  Where  tenants  in  common  of  a 
mine  have  been  working  it  in  part- 
nership, or  where  the  mine  itself  is 
the  partnership  property,  the  Court 
will  not  appoint  a  receiver  or  mana- 
ger at  the  instance  of  one  of  the 
partners,  in  a  suit  which  does  not 
seek  to  dissolve  the  partnership. 

Nor,  even  in  a  suit  to  dissolve  the 
partnership,  will  the  Court  appoint 
a  receiver  on  an  interlocutory  appli- 
cation, merely  upon  evidence  that 
the  partners  do  not  co-operate  in  the 
management  of  the  business;  but  to 
sustain  such  an  application  it  must 
be  shewn  that  one  partner  has  inter- 
fered so  as  to  prevent  the  business 
being  carried  on. 

A  managing  partner  of  a  mine  has 
authority  to  de&ay  all  the  necessary 
and  proper  expenses  incidental  to  the 
beneficial  working  of  the  mine  out  of 
the  joint  profits  derived  from  the 
sale  of  the  minerals.  Eoherts  v. 
Eherha/rdt,  148 

2.  Coal  mines  were  demised  at  a 
certain  royalty  per  ton  upon  the  coal 
which  might  be  got,  and  also  at  the 
rent  of  300^.  a  year,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  with  the  royalty  should 
amount  to  that  sum,  such  rent  of 
300^.,  to  be  a  minimimi  rent  for  the 
coal  demised.  And  the  lessee  cove- 
nanted to  pay  the  rents,  and  to  work 
the  mine: — HeUd^  that  a  Court  of 
equity  would  not  restrain  an  action 
by  the  lessor  for  the  minimum  rent, 
although  the  coal  proved  to  be  not 
worth  the  expense  of  working;  but 
that,  if  the  lessor  were  to  sue  upon 
the  lessee's  covenant  to  work  the 
mine,  the  Court  would  interfere. 

In  applying  the  rule  of  caveat 
emptor  to  the  case  of  leases  of  coal 
mines,  it  must  be  remembered  that 
every  one  acquainted  with  that  kind 
of  property  is  aware  that  coal  mines 
are  liable  to  be  interrupted  by  faults. 


If  all  the  coal  had  been  gotten  by 
ancient  workings,  that  might  be  a 
case  for  equitable  relief  Ridgway 
V.  Sneydy  627 

MISNOMER 
See  Will  2. 

MISREPRESENTATION  IN 
PARTICULARS  OF  SALR 

See  Vendob  and  Pubohaseb,  1. 

MONEY. 

See  Will  5. 

MORTGAGR 

See  Benefit  Building  Society. 
Chabitable  Uses. 
Elegit, 
exonebation. 
Mabbied  Woman. 
Pabties,  2. 
Tenant  pob  Lipe. 

TJSUBY. 

In  a  suit  to  redeem,  the  mortgagee 
having,  by  mistake,  omitted  to  attend 
at  the  time  and  place  fixed  by  the 
Master  for  payment  of  the  sum  com- 
puted to  be  due  to  him  for  principal, 
interest,  and  costs,  the  Court,  upon 
motion,  with  notice,  appointed  a  new 
time  and  place  for  the  payment  of 
the  money  ten  days  after  the  date  of 
the  order. 

In  such  a  case,  the  Defendant  is 
not  entitled  to  subsequent  interest. 
Sughea  v.  WiUiame,  App.  iv. 

MOTION. 

See  Amendment. 

Stating  Pboceedings,  1,  2,  3. 

MOTION  FOR  DECREE. 
1.  A  Plaintiff  may  have  the  same 
relief  upon  a  motion  for  decree  "  ao- 
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cording  to  the  prayer  of  the  biU," 
that  he  could  have  at  the  hearing  of 
the  cause  in  the  ordinary  way.  Nor- 
ton V.  Steinkopf,  45 
2.  After  filing  a  traversing  note 
against  one  defendant,  the  Plaintiff 
can  proceed  by  motion  for  decree,  as 
though  the  traversing  note  were  an 
answer.     Mcmiare  v.  Leicester, 

App.  xlviii 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION. 

Where  a  municipal  corporation  are 
raising  an  illegal  rate,  the  proper 
course  is  to  apply  to  a  Court  of  law 
to  quash  the  rate  imder  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  a  76, 
or  to  appeal  by  certiorari  to  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  under  the  7  WilL 
4  &  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  44. 

It  is  not  competent  for  persons 
having  in  their  hands  funds  which 
have  been  appit>priated  by  an  Act  of 
Parliament  to  certain  given  purposes, 
to  apply  them  for  the  extension  of 
those  purposes,  without  a  previous 
application  to  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
iftierefore  such  persons  will  not  be 
permitted  to  apply  the  funds  to  pay 
the  expenses  of  promoting  a  bill, 
which  is  thrown  out,  if  they  have 
not  previously  obtained  the  autho- 
rity of  the  Court  for  so  doing. 

Nor  is  it  lawM  for  them  to  apply 
the  funds  in  promoting  a  bill  for  an 
extension  of  the  purposes  of  their 
existing  statutes. 

Where  an  incorporated  town  had 
the  benefit  of  a  river  passing  through 
it,  which  was  the  main  sewer  of  two 
thirds  of  the  town,  and  a  bill  was 
before  Parliament  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  certain  persons  to  abstract 
a  very  large  portion  of  the  water 
from  this  river  before  it  reached  the 
town: — Held,  that,  under  the  Mu- 
nicipal Corporation  Act,  and  particu- 
larly sects.  90  and  92,  whether  the 
corporation  of  the  town  had  any  sur- 


plus borough  fund  or  not,  as  th^ 
would  be  justified  in  incarring  tl^ 
expense  of  an  information  for  an  in- 
junction to  prevent  the  conunission 
of  such  a  nuisance,  if  unauthorised, 
they  were  equally  justified  in  apply- 
ing their  Ainds  to  oppose  the  bill  for 
legalising  the  threatened  injury  to 
the  river.  Att,-Gen.  v.  The  Mayor  <fec 
of  Wigan,  268 

NECESSARIES. 
See  LuNAC?Y. 

NOTICE. 

See  Chabginq  Order, 
covenakt. 
Injunction,  1,  2. 
Leaseholds,  2. 

Trustee  and  Cestui  qub  Tbuot. 
Voluntary  Trust,  1,  2. 

NUISANCE 
See  Municipal  Cobpobatiok. 

OFFICIAL  MANAGER 

In  a  petition  under  the  Winding- 
up  Acts  by  the  official  manager  of 
the  Company,  his  name,  if  required, 
must  be  stated  in  the  petition.  In 
re  Winding-up  Acta,  1848,  1849, 

App.  xxix 

PARTIES. 

See  Amendment. 

Trustee  and  Cestxh  que  Tbust. 
Voluntary  Trust,  2. 

1.  A  foreclosure  decree  gave  to 
seven  persons,  or  any  of  them^  the 
right  to  redeem  within  a  certain 
time.  Before  that  time  arrived  one 
of  the  seven  died,  and  there  was 
some  difficulty  about  obtaining  ad- 
ministration to  him.  Letters  of  ad- 
ministration were,  at  length,  granted 
by  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  a  cre- 
ditor, but  before  the  jiroceeding  was 


PATENT. 
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perfected  another  creditor  entered  a 
caveat 

The  Court  of  Chanceiy  made  an 
order  under  section  44  of  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  86,  appointing  the  former 
creditor  to  represent  the  estate  of  the 
deceased,  after  a  week's  notice  given 
to  the  opposing  creditor;  or,  if  the 
former  creditor  should  refuse  to  be 
such  representative,  then,  upon  evi- 
dence by  affidavit  of  such  refusal, 
appointing  the  other  creditor  to  be 
such  representative. 

Section  44  is  only  intended  to  ap- 
ply to  cases  where  there  is  a  difficulty 
in  obtaining  representation,  owing  to 
the  insolvency  of  the  deceased  or 
some  such  cause.     Lang  v.  Storie, 

App.  3(ii 

2.  An  equity  of  redemption  was 
granted  by  deed  to  trustees  upon 
trust  for  certain  parties,  some  of 
whom  were  infJEints.  The  mortgagee 
filed  a  bill  for  foreclosure  against  the 
trustees  of  the  settlement  and  the 
adult  cestuis  que  trust  only,  as  De- 
fendants. One  of  the  latter  died  after 
the  filing  of  the  bill.  The  Court, 
upon  a  motion  for  a  decree  for  sale, 
made  the  decree  in  the  absence  of 
the  infiuit  cestuis  que  trust  and  of 
the  representative  of  the  deceased 
Defendant,  upon  an  affidavit  by  the 
trustee  of  the  settlement,  that  it 
would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  in- 
fants; and  ordered  the  proceeds  to 
be  paid  into  Court. 

The  costs  of  the   trustee,   as  he 

would  be  a  necessary  party  to  recon- 

vey,  were  ordered  to  be  paid  out  of 

the  mortgage  debt.  Siffken  v.  Davis^ 

App.  xxi 

PARTNERSHIP. 
See  Mines,  1. 

PATENT. 
See  Account. 


PERPETUITY. 
See  Leaseholds,  1. 

POWEE  OF  APPOnmiENT,  1,  3. 

PLEA 

A  misdescription  of  the  Plaintiff 
in  the  introduction  to  the  bill  may 
be  taken  advantage  of  by  plea.  But 
such  plea  must  be  very  precise  in 
its  averments,  so  as  to  raise  the 
issue  distinctly;  and  a  plea,  that,  in 
the  bill,  the  Plaintiff  is  described  as 
of  J?.,  whereas  such  description  is 
false,  the  facts  being  that  she  used 
to  reside  there  during  the  life  of  her 
father,  "  but  shortly  after  his  death 
she  quitted  her  home,"  and  had  never 
since  returned,  was  hdd  insufficient, 
because,  for  anything  that  appeared, 
the  Plaintiff  might  not  have  quitted 
B,  till  after  the  filing  of  the  bilL 
SmUIi  V.  Smith,  App.  zxii 


PLEADING. 
See  EsTABUSHiNQ  A  Will  aqadtst 

THE  HeIB. 

Exception. 
Injunction,  2. 

POLL. 
See  Vestry. 

POWER  OF  APPOINTMENT. 

See  Statute. 
Will,  4. 

1.  Under  a  power  of  appointment 
of  a  trust  fund  among  children,  in 
the  usual  form,  the  share  of  a  married 
daughter,  who  was  unborn  at  the 
creation  of  the  power,  was  limited  to 
trustees,  upon  trust  for  her  separate 
use,  for  life,  vnthotU  power  qfanUci- 
pcUiarif  and,  after  her  decease,  to  her 
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general  appointees  by  deed  or  will, 
and,  in  de&ult,  to  her  executors  or 
administrators. 

Heild^  that  such  an  appointment 
was  not  Toid  as  fettering  the  pro- 
perty beyond  the  legal  limits,  but 
that  the  restraint  upon  anticipation 
might  be  rejected,  and  the  rest  of  the 
appointment  sustained.  Fry  y.  Cap- 
per, 163 

2.  Deeds  of  appointment  of  a  sum 
of  30,000^  for  younger  children's  por- 
tions having  been  properly  executed, 
and  being  found  in  the  custody  of  the 
family  solicitor : — Hddj  that  the  onus 
was  thrown  upon  the  party  disputing 
them  to  prove  their  invalidity  as  es- 
crows. 

A  husband  and  wife  lived  apart, 
and  the  wife  had  the  care  of  one  of 
their  two  younger  children.  The 
husband  being  desirous  of  raising 
money  by  mortgage  of  his  settled  es- 
tates, and  being  unable  to  do  so  on 
account  of  the  existing  charges  there- 
on, applied  to  the  mfe  to  postpone 
her  pin-money  and  jointure  annuities 
to  his  proposed  mortgages.  The  wife 
consented,  provided  that  the  husband 
would  exercise  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment which  he  had  over  a  sum  of 
30,000/.,  in  fieivour  of  his  younger 
children,  to  the  extent  of  appointing 
5000/.  to  the  child  imder  her  care. 
He  accordingly  did  so  by  a  revocable 
deed;  and  by  a  similar  deed,  dated 
the  next  day,  reciting  the  former  ap- 
pointment, he  appointed  the  rest  of 
the  fund  to  his  only  other  younger 
child.  The  former  deed  only  was 
communicated  to  the  wife,  and,  she 
objecting  to  the  power  of  revocation, 
it  was  cancelled,  and  a  new  irrevocar 
ble  deed  was  prepared  and  executed 
of  the  same  date  as  the  former.  The 
husband  died  before  the  mortgage 
which  he  proposed  to  make  was  ef- 
fected. 

On  an  attempt    being  made    to 


prove  that  the  deeds  were  ghroa  i 
the  &mily  solicitor  as  escrows,  not  i 
take  effect  until  the  mortgage  timnc 
action  was  completed: — 

HM,  that  though,  a  priori,  i 
was  probable  that  the  appointmen 
of  the  5000/.  might  have  been  a 
made^  there  was  not  the  same  proba 
bility  as  to  the  other  appointment  o 
the  25,000/.;  and  although  a  pui 
chaser  in  the  position  of  the  wifi 
would  not  have  expected  to  have  tin 
deed  of  appointment  of  the  5000^ 
delivered  to  him  until  the  considera 
tion  was  paid,  that  rule  would  nol 
apply  to  Uie  case  of  a  mother  seek 
ing  the  benefit  of  one  of  her  children 
by  inducing  the  father  to  exercaa^  i 
power  of  appointment  in  the  child^f 
finvour;  and  the  evidence  of  the  so- 
Hcitor  who  prepared  the  deeds,  to  th« 
effect  that  they  were  delivered  tc 
him  as  escrows,  being  unsupported  bj 
any  other  witness,  being  given  four 
teen  years  after  the  transaction,  nd 
very  exactly,  and  being  entirely  con- 
tradicted by  his  conduct  at  the  tim< 
of  their  execution,  and  subsequently 
it  was  discredited,  aud  the  deeds  wen 
considered  to  have  been  duly  sealec 
and  delivered. 

Hddy  also,  that  although  the 
bribe  to  the  husband  would  afieci 
the  validity  of  the  appointment  oi 
the  5000/.,  yet  that  the  appointmeni 
of  the  25,000/.  was  not  so  connected 
with  the  former  appointment  as  to  Ix 
also  invalid;  nor  indeed  was  the  mo 
tive  for  the  latter  appointment  the 
same  as  in  the  former  case,  for,  in- 
stead of  being  an  inducement  to  Uu 
wife  to  consent  to  the  proposed  ar- 
rangement, the  second  appointment 
if  revealed  to  her,  would  probably 
have  prevented  her  concurring  ii 
postponing  her  pin-money  and  join 
ture. 

If  a  power  of  jointuring  be  ex 
ercised  on  a  corrupt  bargain  for  somi 
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benefit  to  be  given  to  tbe  busband, 
tbe  fraud  being  only  upon  tbe  donor 
of  the  power,  tbe  Court  will  sever 
tbe  appointment,  and  bold  it  to  be 
good  so  far  as  it  is  for  tbe  benefit  of 
tbe  jointress,  and  bad  as  to  tbe 
rest. 

But  altbougby  under  a  power  of 
distribution  among  cbildren,  tbe  fund 
is  to  be  considered  as  a  gross  fund,  to 
be  fisdrly  apportioned  among  all  the 
objects;  yet  the  donee,  by  appointing 
one  share  corruptly,  has  only  to  that 
extent  diminished  the  common  fund ; 
and  the  Court  will  not,  on  that  ac- 
count, in  consideration  of  the  rights 
of  the  objects  of  the  power,  hold  the 
whole  to  be  invalid.  Bowlei/  v.  Hotv- 
ley,  242 

3.  Under  a  power  of  appointment 
and  selection  among  children,  if  an 
appointment  be  made  upon  a  condi- 
tion to  be  performed  by  tbe  ap- 
pointee, the  appointment  is  good,  but 
the  condition  is  void. 

But  an  appointment  to  child  A. 
upon  a  certain  contingency,  and 
if  that  contingency  should  not  bap- 
pen,  then  the  same  share  to  go  to 
child  i?.,  is  a  good  conditional  limit- 
ation under  the  power.  So  it  is, 
if  the  event  on  which  the  shifting 
limitation  is  to  take  effect  be  some 
act  to  be  done  by  ^.,  if  such  act  be 
consistent  with  the  scope  of  the 
power;  as  if  the  limitation  over  be 
to  take  effect  if  ^.  do  not,  upon  the 
request  in  writing  of  the  appointor, 
mskQ  over  another  fund  derived  from 
a  different  source  to  the  other  objects 
of  tbe  power:  for  this  is  consistent 
with  the  intention  of  tbe  power, 
which  was,  that  the  donee  ^ould, 
according  to  his  view  of  the  exigen- 
cies of  the  objects  of  tbe  power,  ap- 
point tbe  whole  fund  to  all  of  them, 
or  to  some  only  in  exclusion  of  the 
others. 

If  the  condition  be  in  form  that 


A,  should  do  this  upon  tbe  request 
not  only  of  tbe  appointor,  but  of  bis 
executors  or  administrators,  it  will 
be  construed  as  if  tbe  limitation  were 
inserted  in  the  instrument  creating 
the  power;  and  where  that  provides 
that  the  appointment  must  be  made 
so  as  to  ta^e  effect  within  twenty- 
one  years  after  the  death  of  tbe  ap- 
pointor, the  condition  will  be  valid. 

A  bill,  in  such  a  case,  by  a  married 
woman,  and  tbe  trustees  of  her  set- 
tlement, claiming  to  be  entitled  to 
the  share  so  appointed  to  her,  fb^ed 
from  the  conditional  limitation,  or, 
if  bound  to  elect,  for  an  inquiry 
whether  it  would  be  most  beneficial 
for  the  persons  entitled  under  tbe 
settlement  to  take  under  tbe  appoint- 
ment or  not,  is  not  an  election.  Stroud 
V.  Norman,  313 

4.  Where  a  power  of  appointment 
is  to  be  exercised  by  a  writing  under 
the  hand  and  seal  of  tbe  donee,  it 
cannot  be  exercised  by  a  will  exe- 
cuted with  only  the  formalities  re- 
quired by  the  1  Vict,  c.  2^,  because 
the  essential  requisition  of  the  power 
is,  that  it  should  be  exercised  wider 
homd  and  seal,  and  the  statute  applies 
to  a  power  of  which  the  essentiaJ  re- 
quisition is,  that  it  should  be  exer- 
cised by  will,  and  the  formalities  are 
comparatively  unimportant. 

The  reason  that  such  a  power  would 
have  been  held  duly  exercised  before 
the  new  Wills  Act  by  a  will  under 
hand  and  seal  was,  because,  under 
the  general  word  ''writing,"  it  was 
indifferent  by  what  kind  of  instru- 
ment tbe  power  was  exercised,  pro- 
vided the  essential  solemnities  were 
complied  witL  BuckeU  v.  Blenh- 
horn  (5  Hare,  131),  not  followed. 
Weit  V.  Ray,  385 

POWER  OF  SALE. 
See  Disentailing  Deed,  2. 
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PROTECTOR 


PRACTICE. 

See  Akendment. 

Appeal,  Orders  of  7th  August, 

1852. 
Chambers,  Orders  of  16th  Oc- 
tober, 1850. 
Costs,  1,  2. 

Evidence,  1,  2,  3,  4,  5. 
Exception. 
Friendly  Societies. 
Mortgage. 

Motion  for  Decree,  1,  2. 
Official  Manager. 
Parties,  1,  2. 

PUSA. 

Production  of  Docuhents,  1, 2, 

3. 
Sale  by  the  Court. 
Staying  Proceedings,  1,  2,  3. 
Trustee  Act,  1850,  2. 
Trustee  Relief  Act. 

PRIORITY. 
See  Charging  Order. 

PRIVITY  OF  ESTATE. 
See  Injunction,  2. 

PROFITS. 
See  Benefit  Building  Society. 

PRODUCTION  OP  DOCU- 
MENTS. 
See  Exception. 

1.  The  Plaintiff  impeached  a  cer- 
tain deed  in  the  Defendant's  posses- 
sion, and  stated  in  his  bill  that  this 
deed  had  been  lefl  with  the  Defend- 
ant as  a  security  for  a  loan  of  money 
which  had  since  been  repaid.  The 
Defendant,  in  his  answer,  admitted 
the  possession  and  relevancy  of  the 
impeached  deed,  and  stated  that  it 
was  a  bona  fide  conveyance  to  him 
for  valuable  consideration,  and  denied 
that  it  had  ever  been  so  deposited 
with  him  as  in  the  bill  mentioned : 


Hdd,  that^  as  the  Defendant  denied 
that  he  was  a  mortgagee,  the  Plain- 
tiff's whole  statement^  that  there  had 
been  such  a  mortgage,  and  that  it  was 
paid  gSj  must  be  regarded;  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  pro- 
duction of  the  deed :  secus  if  the  De- 
fendant had  claimed  the  privilege  of 
a  mortgagee  to  refuse  production  of 
the  deed. 

If  a  title  deed  in  the  Defendant's 
possession  be  impeached,  all  subse- 
quent documents  which  depend  upon 
and  proceed  from  it,  may  be  required 
to  be  produced,  as  well  as  the  deed 
itself;  and,  therefore,  in  a  suit  to  set 
aside  a  conveyance  of  an  equity  of  re- 
demption to  the  Defendant,  a  receipt 
for  the  mortgage  money  obtained  by 
him  after  the  date  of  the  deed  must 
be  produced.  Jorvee  v.  JoneSy  App.  vi 

2.  A  Defendant  will  not  be  order- 
ed to  produce  letters^  which,  together 
with  other  goods  in  a  porhnanteau, 
have  been  pawned  by  him  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit.  LiddeU 
V.  Horton,  App.  xi 

3.  Under  a  decree  in  an  adminis- 
tration suit,  a  creditor  supported  his 
claim  in  Chambers  by  the  production 
of  certain  documents.  The  Plaintiff 
believing  these  documents  to  be 
forged,  applied  to  have  them  deposit- 
ed with  the  Chief  Clerk,  and  for  li- 
berty to  have  them  produced  to  be 
examined  by  scientific  persons,  to  test 
their  genuineness;  and  the  applica- 
tion was  granted,  the  creditor's  solici- 
tor being  allowed  to  be  present  at 
such  examination.     Graves  v.  Groves^ 

App.  xix , 

PROMISSORY  NOTE. 
See  Limitation  of  Actions,  1,  2. 


PROTECTOR. 
See  Disentailing  Deed,  2. 
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PUBLIC  COMPANY. 

See  Elegit. 
Will,  9. 

RATES. 
JSee  Charitable  Uses. 

RECIPROCITY. 
See  Injunction,  2. 

RECEIVER 

See  Elegit. 
Jurisdiction. 
Mines,  1. 
Staying  Proceedings. 

RECITAL. 
See  Specialty  Debt. 

RENT. 
See  Mines,  2. 

REPAIRS. 
.  See  Will,  3. 

RESIDENCK 

See  DoMiciL. 

'  A  persoD  may  be  said  to  have 
more  than  one  residence.  If  he  have 
houses  in  different  places,  at  each  of 
which  he  keeps  an  establishment, 
each  may  be  called  his  residence, 
though  he  may  not  go  there  for 
years. 

But  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  re- 
sidence "  is  different  fix)m  "  domicil," 
for  an  infant  has  the  domicil  of  his 
parents  until  ho  attains  his  full  age 
and  does  some  act  to  acquire  a  new 
one ;  and  thus  his  domicil  may  be  in 
a  country  in  which  he  has  never  per- 
sonally been;  whereas  "residence" 
implies  personal  presence  at  some 
time  or  other. 

A  proviso  in  a  will,  i*equiring  the 


devisee  for  life  of  a  mansion  house 
and  estates  to  "  reside  "  there  for  six 
months  in  every  year,  and  imposing 
a  penalty  for  breach  of  such  condi- 
tion, and  if  he  should  neglect  to  ob- 
serve it  for  five  years,  devising  the 
estate  to  others,  rendei^dd  it  necessary 
for  the  devisee  to  be  personally  pre- 
sent in  the  house  168  days  in  each 
year,  in  order  to  escape  the  penalty 
or  forfeiture ;  but  Iieldf  that  it  would 
be  sufficient,  if,  keeping  up  an  estab- 
lishment at  the  house,  he  were  merely 
to  visit  it  each  day;  and  that  it  was 
not  necessfvry  for  him  to  spend  a 
night  there.      WcUcot  v.  Botfidd,  534 


RESIDUK 

See  Leaseholds,  1. 
Will,  7,  8. 

RESTRAINT  UPON  ANTICI- 
PATION. 

See  Power  op  Appointment,  1. 

RESTRAINT  OF  TRADK 

Upon  the  sale  of  the  business  of 
a  general  merchant  in  a  coimtry 
place,  the  vendor  agreed  to  give  a 
bond  for  a  sum  of  1600/.  as  liqui- 
dated damages,  if  he  should  be  there- 
after concerned  in  any  "  trading  es- 
tablishment "  within  a  neighbouring 
district,  comprising  a  considerable 
section  of  the  county  of  ComwcUl: — 
Held,  that  this  was  not  too  general 
a  restraint  of  trade,  and  specific  per^ 
formance  of  the  agreement  was  de- 
creed at  the  suit  of  the  vendor. 

In  construing  the  condition  of  such 
a  bond,  a  Court  of  law  would  take 
into  consideration  the  surrounding 
circumstances  at  the  time  of  exe- 
cuting the  bond,  and  would  consider 
the  words  *' trading  establishment*' 
to  mean  an  establishment  for  any 
trade   likely  to   interfere  with   the 
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goodwill,  which  was  the  sabject  of 
the  sale.     Avery  v.  Lcmqford^      663 

REVOCATION. 
Sm  Goptholds,  1. 

ELBCnON. 

SALE  BY  THE  COURT. 

iS€0COflT8,2. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

Sect  bb  of  the  15  k  16  Vict 
c.  86,  gives  power  to  direct  a  sale 
before  the  hearing  in 'those  cases 
only  in  which  the  Court  could,  un- 
der the  old  practice,  have  given  such 
direction  at  the  hearing.  Mandeno 
y.  Mcmdeno,  App.  iL 

SCOTLAND. 
Sm  Domicil. 

SETTLEMENT. 
See  Trustee  and  Cestui  que  Trust. 
1.  B7  a  settlement  in  contempla- 
tion of  marriage,  reciting,  that,  the 
intended  husband  being  entitled  to 
certain  real  estate,  it  was  agreed,  on 
the  treaty  for  the  marriage,  that  he 
should  secure  to  the  intended  wife 
in  case  she  should  survive  him,  a  cer- 
tain annuity  by  way  of  jointure  **  in 
manner  thereinafter  expressed,"  the 
husband  demised  certain  real  estate 
to  trustees  for  a  long  term  of  years, 
upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared, 
and  then  covenanted  that  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
should  pay  the  jointure  to  his  wife 
surviving  him,  upon  certain  specified 
days;  and  the  covenant  was  followed 
by  a  declaration  that  the  demised 
hmds  were  to  be  held  upon  trust  for 
the  settlor  until  some  de&ult  in  mak- 
ing any  of  the  payments  of  the  joint- 
ure;  and,  in  case  of  non-payment  of 


any  part  for  forty  days  next  after  any 
day  o£  payment^  thoiy  upon  trust  to 
secure  the  same: — Held,  that,  as  be- 
tween the  real  and  personal  represen- 
tatives of  the  settlor,  the  land  was  the 
primaiy  fund  fiur  payment  of  the  join- 
ture, because  the  jointure  was  not  in 
sati^9u;ti(m  ci  any  debt  due  from  the 
settlor  at  the  time  of  executing  the 
settlement  nor  had  his  personal  es- 
tate been  augmented  by  any  con- 
sideration given  for  it ;  and  therefore 
the  presumption  was,  that  a  primaiy 
charge  upon  the  land  was  intended; 
and  that  presumption  was  not  rebut- 
ted by  anything  in  the  recitals,  or 
in  the  form  of  the  deed  of  settlement 
Looeemore  v.  Knapman,  123 

2.  By  a  marriage  settlement,  the 
fistther  of  the  intended  husband  agreed 
to  settle  a  money  bond  and  certain 
real  estates  on  the  intended  husband 
and  wife,  during  their  joint  lives; 
and,  after  the  deftth  of  the  husband, 
if  the  wife  should  survive,  on  her  for 
life,  and,  after  her  decease  or  second 
marriage,  upon  the  children ;  and  it 
wasagreed,  that,  if  thehusband  should 
die  before  his  wife,  three  trustees 
should  be  appointed  to  take  care  of 
the  property  for  the  child  or  children 
of  the  marriage.  The  marriage  was 
solemnised,  and  there  was  issue  of  it 
The  hu8band*8  &ther  died,  leaving 
his  son,  the  husband,  his  sole  execu- 
tor, who  thereupon  took  possession  of 
the  bond,  and  deposited  it  with  his 
bankers,  who  had  no  notice  of  the 
settlement,  to  secure  a  loan  from 
them.  The  husband  then  died  in- 
solvent, leaving  his  wife  surviving. 
In  a  suit  concerning  the  trust  pro- 
perty, trustees  thereof  having  been 
^pointed  by  the  Court : — Held^  that 
they  might  redeem  the  bond  by  rais- 
ing money  for  that  purpose  out  of 
other  parts  of  the  property  included 
in  the  settlement.    SharJtaw  v.  Gibbi, 
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SPECIALTY  DEBT. 

A.,  being  indebted  to  B,,  made 
and  executed  an.  indenture  between 
himself  and  C,  to  which  £.  was  no 
party;  and  thereby,  after  reciting 
that  A,  stated  that  he  was  indebted 
to  ^.  in  a  certain  specified  sum,  A, 
conveyed  and  assigned  all  his  real  and 
personal  property  to  C,  upon  trust 
to  sell,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  to  pay 
the  debt,  and  to  pay  the  surplus  to 
A,  And  the  deed  contained  a  cove- 
nant for  further  assurance: — ffeld, 
that  the  debt  to  B,  was  not  converted 
into  a  specialty. 

Whether  that  would  have  been  the 
effect  if  B,  had  been*  a  party  to  the 
deed,  or  if  C,  had  executed  it  as  B,^8 
agent — Qitasre.  Stone  v.  Vcm  Hey- 
thuyserhy  721 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 
See  Will,  6. 

SPECIFIC  PEKFORMANCK 

See  Leaseholds,  2. 

Eestradtt  of  Trade. 


STATUTES. 

12  Anne,  c.  16;  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c. 
98;  1  Vict.  c.  80;  3 &  4  Vict.  c.  37. 

See  Usury. 

5  &  6  Will.  4,  o.  76;  1  Vict.  c.  78. 
See  Municipal  Corporation. 

1  Vict,  a  26. 

See  Election. 

Power  of  Appointment,  4. 
Will^  6. 

6  &  7  Vict.  c.  94. 
See  Jurisdiction. 


58  Geo.  3,  o.  69. 
^Vestry. 

1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110. 
See  Charging  Order. 

10  Geo.  4,  c.  56;  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
c.  32. 

See  Benefit  Buiu^ing  Society. 

3  &  4  Will.  4,  o.  106. 
See  Election. 

9  Geo.  2,  o.  36. 
See  Charitable  Uses. 

3  &  4  Will.  4,  a  27. 
See  Lunacy. 

10  Geo.  4,  c.  6^. 
See  Friendly  Sooietibs. 

Winding-up  Acts,  1848, 1849. 
See  Official  Manager. 

15  &  16  Vict,  a  86. 

See  Chambers. 

Evtdencb,  2,  3,  4. 

Exception. 

Motion  for  Decree,  1,  2. 

Parties,  1,  2. 

Sale  by  the  Court. 

9  Geo.  4,al4;  3  & 4  Will.  4, c.  27. 
See  Limitation  of  AonoNa 

10  k  11  Vict,  a  96. 
See  Trustee  Reldsf  Act. 

By  the  38  Geo.  3,  c.  Ixviii,  inti- 
tuled An  Act  for  the  better  govera- 
ment  and  regulation  of  the  Shreu)»- 
bury  School,  the  preamble  of  which 
recited  certain  grantA  to  the  bailifib 
and  burgesses  oi  Shrewebvry,  includ- 
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ing  that  of  the  presentation  to  the 
living  of  St  Mwry^  as  having  been 
made  for  the  advancement  of  the 
school,  and  referred  to  certain  rules 
and  ordinances  touching  the  revenues 
and  government  of  the  school  (some 
of  which  rules  prescribed  that  the 
person  from  time  to  time  appointed 
to  serve  the  ministry  in  the  church 
of  St.  Ma/ry  should  be  such  a  fit  man 
as  had  been  brought  up  at  the  school, 
and  a  graduate^  being  a  burgesses  son 
of  Shrew^ywryt  if  any  such  could  be 
found);  and  also  recited,  that  many 
of  the  existing  rules  had  been  found 
inexpedient;  and  that  it  would  tend 
to  the  advancement  and  good  of  the 
school  that  other  rules  better  adapted 
to  the  present  situation  of  the  school, 
and  more  calculated  for  the  due  man- 
agement of  its  revenues,  should  be 
estabUshed :  it  was  enact'Od,  that  the 
existing  rules  should  be  repealed; 
and,  amongst  other  things,  it  was 
declared,  that  the  right  of  nomina- 
tion to  St.  M<vnf%  was  in  the  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  assistants  of  Shrews- 
bury,  and  their  successors;  and  it 
was  enacted,  that  they  should   ap- 
point ''a  fit  and  proper  person  duly 
qualified  according  to  law,"  provided 
that  in  such  appointment  such  per- 
son should  be  preferred,  casteris  pari- 
busy  who  should  have  been  brought 
up  at  the  school,  and  should  be  a 
graduate,  and  also  the  son  of  a  bur- 
gess of  Shrewshwry;   and   if  there 
were  no  burgess's  son  of  that  de- 
scription, then  a  preference  should  be 
given  in  like  manner  to  such  person 
of  the  above  description  bom  in  G, 
Except  that  it  should  be  lawful  to 
bestow  the  living  upon  either  of  the 
masters  of  the  said  school  afler  he 
should  have  resigned  his  mastership, 
notwithstanding  any  such  claim  or 
preference  as  aforesaid;  and  that  such 
master  should  be  capable  of  holding 
the  living  "equally  the  same  as  if  he 
had  been  of  the  description  herein- 


before mentioned:** — HM,  that  the 
words  ^  cseteris  paribus  **  in  the  sta- 
tute referred  to  the  previously  speci- 
fied qualification  of  being  fit  and  pro- 
per, and  duly  qualified  according  to 
law,  and  not  to  the  general  qualifica- 
tions of  a  candidate  for  the  duties  of 
a  clergyman. 

In  construing  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment or  any  other  instrument  the 
Court  is  at  liberty  to  regard  the  state 
of  the  law  at  the  time,  and  the  fiu^ 
which  the  preamble  or  recitals  of  the 
Act  or  instrument  prove  to  have  been 
the  existing  circumstances  at  the  time 
of  its  preparation. 

Construing  this  statute  by  the 
aid  of  the  preamble,  it  was  intended 
to  benefit  the  school;  but  it  would 
not  be  a  benefit  to  the  school,  i^  by 
the  words  "caeteris  paribus,*'  the 
scholars,  in  the  competition  for  these 
livings,  were  to  be  brought  into  com- 
parison with  any  other  candidates 
who  might  ofifer,  and  the  trustees 
were  directed  to  dioose  out  of  all  the 
candidates  the  one  whom  they  might 
think  possessed  the  highest  qualifica- 
tions for  the  office  of  a  clergyman. 
Such  a  trust  would  be  extremely 
vague  and  unsatisfiu;tory,  and  might 
lead  to  an  absurd  result,  for  the  gene- 
ral qualifications  for  holy  orders  are 
so  nimierous,  and  the  trustees  might 
difier  so  much  as  to  their  relative 
importance,  that  it  might  happen 
that  they  would  concur  to  elect  some 
person  not  a  scholar,  each  for  a  dif- 
ferent reason,  when  all  thought  the 
school  candidate  to  be  superior  in 
every  resj)ect  save  that  which  influ- 
enced their  respective  votea 

The  direction  to  the  trustees  to 
appoint  a  "fit  and  proper  person"  is 
not  mere  surplusage,  but  restricts 
their  choice  within  narrower  limits 
than  that  of  an  ordinary  patron,  who 
may  appoint  any  one,  subject  only  to 
the  bishop's  power  to  reject  the  nomi- 
nee; for  instance,  these  words  would 
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render  it  improper  for  the  trustees 
to  appoint  a  very  old  man,  which  the 
bishop  could  not  prevent. 

The  words  "cseteris  jiaribus"  are 
necessarily  limited  by  the  subject  to 
which  they  apply.  In  this  statute 
they  were  applied  not  to  the  qualifi- 
cations of  a  schoolmaster,  or  any 
other  profession  but  that  of  a  clergy- 
man, and  there  is  authority  as  well 
as  reason  for  limiting  these  words 
further  to  those  qualifications  only 
which  were  previously  specified  in 
the  Act;  and  although  the  word 
"paria"  implies  comparison,  yet,  as 
no  mode  of  examination  was  sug- 
gested in  the  Act,  and  as  the  power 
of  nomination  was  given  to  a  body 
not  peculiarly  well  fitted  to  conduct 
such  an  examination,  and  it  was  not 
required  in  terms  that  they  should 
select  the  most  fit  person,  it  was  most 
probably  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature that  the  words  should  be  so 
limited.  The  AUomey-GenercU  v. 
The  Ecvrl  of  Piyuoisy  186 

STAYING  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  In  a  foreclosure  suit,  the  Court 
will  not  stay  proceedings  on  the  ap- 
plication of  a  Defendant,  except  up- 
on the  terms  of  his  paying  down  or 
having  previously  paid  or  tendered 
to  the  Plaintiff  his  principal  and  in- 
terest and  all  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
Other  incumbrancers,  who  are  par- 
ties to  the  suit,  have  not  such  an  in- 
terest in  it  as  to  enable  them  suc- 
cessfully to  oppose  a  motion  to  stay 
proceedings,  because  the  Plaintiff 
might  at  any  time  dismiss  the  bill 
against  them  upon  payment  of  their 
costs. 

The  Court  will  not  make  an  order 
to  stay  proceedings  upon  payment  of 
principal,  interest,  and  costs  on  di.Ju- 
ture  specified  day,  however  near,  be- 
cause the  right  of  a  mortgagee  is  to 
pursue  any  or  all  of  his  remedies 


without  hindrance,  until  he  actually 
obtains  payment  of  his  demand. 

When  a  suit  is  brought  to  a  con- 
clusion upon  a  motion  of  this  kind, 
moneys  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver 
appointed  in  the  suit  belong  to  the 
person  who  was  in  possession  of  the 
estate  when  the  receiver  was  appoint- 
ed.    Paynter  v.  CareWy  App.  xxxvl 

2.  In  a  suit  for  foreclosure  and  re- 
demption by  one  of  several  succes- 
sive mortgagees,  upon  motion  by  a 
subsequent  incumbrancer,  the  bill 
was  ordered  to  be  dismissed  with 
costs  against  all  the  other  Defend- 
ants, without  prejudice  to  any  other 
suit,  upon  payment  by  the  Defendant 
moving  of  a  certain  sum  of  money 
into  Court  on  or  before  a  certain  day, 
such  money  to  be  invested  and  accu- 
mulated. The  Plaintiff  to  pay  the 
taxed  costs  of  all  the  other  Defend- 
ants, and  to  have  them  over  from  the 
Defendant  moving,  who  was  ordered 
to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  and  other  De- 
fendants their  costs  of  this  applica- 
tion; and  the  Defendant  moving,  by 
his  counsel,  undertaking  to  indemni- 
fy the  Plaintiff  against  any  proceed- 
ings which  might  be  taken  in  the 
meantime  by  any  party  for  redeem- 
ing the  Plaintiff's  securities — a  re- 
ference was  directed,  to  ascertain 
what  was  due  to  the  Plaintiff  for 
principal  and  interest ;  and  the  Tax- 
ing Master  was  ordered  to  tax  his 
costs  and  those  of  the  mortgagees 
other  than  the  Defendant  moving, 
who,  as  well  as  the  Plaintiff,  were  to 
have  liberty  to  apply.  Jones  v.  Tin- 
^^>  App.  xlv. 

3.  In  a  suit  for  foreclosure,  on  mo- 
tion by  a  subsequent  mortgagee,  the 
bill  was  ordered  to  be  dismissed  on 
the  mover  paying  into  Court  a  fixed 

'  sum  on  or  before  a  day  specified,  to 
answer  the  Plaintiff's  claim,  and  the 
costs  of  the  Plaintiff  and  other  Defend- 
ants.   ChaUie  v.  Gwyrmey    App.  xlvi. 
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STOCK  IN  THE  FUNDS. 
See  Well,  5. 

SUBSTITUTION. 

iS^WlLL^4. 

SURRENDER 
See  Copyholds,  1,  2, 

SURETY. 

It  is  Y617  qaestionable  whether 
the  snreties  of  the  bond  usually  given 
hj  an  official  assignee  in  bankruptcy 
to  the  Chief  R^istrar  and  another 
Registrar  of  the  Court,  for  the  pro- 
per performance  of  his  duties,  would 
be  discharged  from  their  suretyship 
by  the  neglect  of  the  creditors'  assig- 
nees in  the  bankruptcies  in  which  he 
acted  to  exercise  that  supervision 
over  his  conduct,  which,  by  the  sta- 
tutes and  rules  in  bankruptcy,  it  is 
their  duty  to  do.  The  bond  seems 
to  be  given  to  the  Registrars,  and 
not  to  the  creditors*  assignees,  as  ob- 
ligees, for  the  express  purpose  of  pre- 
venting the  negligence  of  the  assig- 
nees having  that  efifect. 

In  such  a  case,  the  negligence  in 
order  to  discharge  the  sureties,  must 
amount  to  connivance  at  the  official 
assignee's  getting  the  fund  into  his 
hands  improperly;  or  must  be  so 
gross  as  to  be  equivalent  to  a  wilful 
Cutting  of  the  eyes  to  the  fraud 
which  he  is  about  to  commit. 

An  injunction  to  restrain  an  ac- 
tion against  the  surety  refused  upon 
an  interlocutory  application,  in  a  state 
of  circumstances,  not  shewing  a  suf- 
ficient probability  that  such  a  case 
would  be  proved  on  further  investi- 
gation as  would  entitle  the  surety  to 
be  protected  by  a  perpetual  injunc- 
tion at  the  hearing. 

Effect  of  the  rules  in  bankruptcy 
providing  for  the  supervision  of  the 


TENANT  FOR  UFK 

official  assignee  by  the  conunisBiciner 
and  creditors'  assignees.  Daweon  v. 
Lawee,  280 

SURVIVING. 
See  Will,  11. 

TAXATION. 
See  LuHACT. 


TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 

1.  A  tenant  for  life  of  an  estate 
subject  to  a  mortgage  is  not  liable,  as 
between  himself  and  the  remainder- 
man or  reversioner  in  fee,  to  pay  out 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate 
arrears  of  interest  on  the  mortgage, 
which  accrued  due  during  the  life  of 
a  preceding  tenant  for  life,  who  died 
insolvent ;  but  such  arrears  ai^e  pri- 
marily a  charge  upon  the  inheritance. 

Observations  on  the  dicta  in  Lord 
Penrhyn  v.  Hughes,  (5  Ves.  106). 

A  second  tenant  for  life  cannot 
charge  upon  the  inheritance  money 
expended  by  him  in  repairs,  which 
ought  to  have  been  performed  by  the 
first  tenant  for  life,  unless  the  ex- 
pense was  occasioned  by  wilM  waste 
done  by  him.  Sharshaw  v.  Gibbs,  333 

2.  Courts  of  equity  have  no  means 
of  interfering  in  cases  of  pemUsetve 
waste  by  a  tenant  for  life  of  real  pro- 
perty. 

There  is  no  implied  trust  to  keep 
the  property  in  repair  imposed  upon 
a  tenant  for  life  under  a  wiU;  for,  if 
there  were,  he  could  not  convey  away 
his  life  estate  without  committing  a 
breach  of  trust,  nor,  if  he  did,  would 
he  get  rid  of  the  trust  by  so  doing. 

A  trustee,  to  whom  real  property 
is  devised  in  trust  for  one  for  life, 
cannot  interfere  with  the  possession 
of  the  equitable  tenant  for  Hfe,  be- 
cause he  neglects  to  keep  the  pro- 
perty in  repair;  but  if  the  tenant  for 


TRUSTEE  &  CESTUI  QUE  TRUST. 


TRUSTEE  ACT. 


761 


life  is  committing  custive  waste,  it 
seems  that  the  trustee  may,  and  pro- 
bably ought  to  interfere,  at  least  if 
the  persons  entitled  in  remainder  are 
under  disability.  Therefore,  such  a 
trustee  is  not  liable  to  the  remain- 
derman for  the  neglect  of  the  tenant 
for  life  to  repair.  Fowys  v.  BlagravBy 

495 

TITLE. 

See  Leaseholds,  2. 

TITLE  DEEDS. 
See  Production  of  Documents. 


TRADE. 
See  Restraint  op  Trade. 


TRUSTEE  AND   CESTUI  QUE 
TRUST. 

See  Annuity. 

Charging  Order. 
Settlement. 
Tenant  for  Life,  2. 
Voluntary  Trust. 

By  a  settlement  made  in  contem- 
plation of  marriage,  a  lady  assigned 
a  certain  sum  of  money  and  interest, 
due  to  her  from  a  trading  firm,  to 
one  of  the  partners  in  the  firm  and 
the  Plaintiff,  as  trustees,  upon  trust, 
to  permit  the  fund  to  remain  in  the 
hands  of  the  firm  until  the  trustees 
should  be  requested  by  the  settlor,  in 
writing,  to  cadi  it  in,  and  upon  such 
request  to  call  in  and  compel  pay- 
ment of  the  same,  and  invest  it,  and 
to  hold  such  sum  and  the  investment 
upon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned; 
and  it  was  provided,  that  it  should 
be  lawful  for  the  trustees,  with  the 
consent  of  the  settlor,  after  giving  to 
the  partner  trustee,  or  any  other 
member  of  the  firm,  three  months 
notice  in  writing,  to  call  in  the  said 


fund;  but  that,  so  long  as  it  re- 
mained in  the  hands  of  the  firm  with 
the  consent  of  the  settlor,  the  trus- 
tees were  not  to  be  answerable  for 
any  insufi&ciency  thereof  The  firm 
suspended  payment,  and  made  a  com- 
position with  their  creditors;  and 
after  such  suspension,  the  settlor,  for 
the  first  time,  requested  the  trus- 
tees to  call  in  the  fund.  The  Plain- 
tiff thereupon  requested  his  co-trus- 
tee to  pay  the  money.  Upon  hia 
refusal  to  do  so,  the  Plaintiff  filed  his 
bill  against  this  co-trustee  and  the 
cestuis  que  trust,  to  have  the  trust 
executed  by  the  Court,  and  himself 
indemnified : — ffeldy  that  the  partner 
trustee  must  be  considered  as  having 
the  fund  in  his  hands  from  the  expir- 
ation of  three  months  after  the  no- 
tice requiring  him  to  pay  it;  and 
that,  therefore,  a  decree  for  payment 
of  the  debt  might  be  made  against 
him,  although  the  other  partner  in 
the  firm  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit. 
If  adult  cestuis  que  trust  insist 
npon  their  strict  rights,  the  Court 
-wall  not  exercise  any  discretion  for 
the  benefit  of  other  cestuis  que  trust 
who  are  infimts.   Norton  v.  Steinkop/y 

45 

TRUSTEE  ACT,  1850. 

1.  The  Court  has  authority  to 
make  a  vesting  order  under  the  Trus* 
tee  Act,  1850,  in  cases  whore  there 
is  nothing  to  prevent  a  conveyance 
of  the  trust  property  to  the  trustees 
appointed  by  the  Court  In  re  Man- 
ning's  Trusts,  App.  xxviii 

2.  The  infant  heir  of  a  person  who 
has  died  intestate,  leaving  real  estate 
which  he  had  in  his  lifetime  contractr 
ed  to  sell,  is  not  a  constructive  trus- 
tee for  the  purchaser  within  the 
Trustee  Act,  1850,  unless  he  has  been 
declared  to  be  so  by  a  decree  of  the 
Court.     In  re  Ca/rpenter,  418 


762 


USURY. 


VESTRY. 


TRUSTEE  RELIEF  ACT,  10  &  11 
Vict,  a  96. 

Under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  the 
Cotirt  has  power  to  decide  all  ques- 
tions that  may  arise  concerning  the 
fund  in  Court,  just  as  in  a  suit,  and 
may  if  necessaiy  direct  any  issue  to 
determine  the  sanity  of  any  person, 
or  for  like  purposes. 

A  suit  is  necessary  if  there  are  cre- 
ditors or  other  unascertained  claim- 
ants of  the  fund.  In  re  Aliens  TruU,  li 

USURY. 

If  a  promissory  note  be  given  paya- 
ble on  demand  for  100^.,  with  inter- 
est at  a  higher  rate  than  bL  per  cent, 
per  annum,  and  the  debt  and  inter- 
est be  further  secured  by  a  deposit  of 
title  deeds  of  land,  the  promissory 
note  is  good,  but  the  deposit  is  in- 
valid. This  would  have  been  so  be- 
fore 2  4&  3  Vict.  c.  37;  for  the  stat 
12  Anne,  c.  16,  invalidated  all  con- 
tracts for  the  loan  of  money  at  a 
higher  rate  of  interest  than  61,  per 
cent,  per  annum,  and  the  subsequent 
Acts  of  3  &  4  Will  4,  c  98,  and  1 
Vict.  c.  80,  excepting  short  bills  and 
notes  only,  left  all  other  securities, 
though  for  the  same  debt,  to  be  af- 
fected by  the  12  Anne,  c.  16. 

When  title  deeds  were  originally 
deposited  to  secure  an  usurious  con- 
tract, and  afterwards  a  further  ad- 
vance was  made  at  a  higher  rate  of 
interest,  but  upon  a  personal  contract 
which  was  not  void  by  the  usury  sta- 
tutes, and  it  was  subsequently  agreed 
by  parol  that  a  mortgage  should  be 
made  of  the  hereditaments  to  which  the 
deeds  I'dated  for  both  debts,  with  inter- 
est at  61.  per  cent,  pe/annum : — Hdd, 
that,  the  original  deposit  being  void, 
the  subsequent  parol  agreement  could 
not  be  sustained  as  a  fresh  deposit, 
for  the  deeds  must  be  regarded  as 
having  been  from  the  first  in  the  pos- 


session, not  of  the  lender,  but  of  the 
borrower.     Jamee  v.  RicCy  231 

VENDOR  AND   PURCHASER 
See  Covenant,  1. 

DlSENTAILINQ  DeED. 

In  a  sale  by  the  direction  of  the 
Court,  the  particulars  of  sale  stated, 
that  Lot  12  comprised  a  house  ''at 
present  in  the  occupation  of  C,  at  a 
rental  of  per  annum  42^."  The  pur- 
chaser of  this  lot  paid  the  deposit, 
and  his  purchase  was  confirmed  by 
order  absolute,  and  he  then  obtained 
an  order  for  payment  of  the  remam- 
der  of  the  purchase-money  into  Court 
The  purchaser  afterwards  discovered 
that  C.  was  not  tenant  to  the  ven- 
dors, but  to  some  person  who  claimed 
by  an  adverse  title: — Held,  that  the 
description  in  the  particulars  of  sale 
must  mean  that  G.  was  tenant  to  the 
vendors  for  a  limited  period  at  a 
given  rent,  and  that  this  was  a  repre- 
sentation so  different  from  the  fact, 
that  it  amounted  to  such  bad  &ith 
on  the  vendors*  part,  as  would  induce 
the  Court  to  dischai^  the  purchaser 
from  his  contract  Lachlan  v.  Rey- 
ndda,  52 

VESTRY. 

A  burial  board,  appointed  un- 
der the  15  k  16  Vict  c.  85,  laid  be- 
fore the  vestry  of  the  parish  a  propo- 
sal that  the  board  should  be  autho- 
rised to  borrow  any  sums  of  money 
not  exceeding  20,000^,  for  their  pur- 
poses. This  proposal  was  not  put  to 
the  vote  by  a  show  of  hands,  but  was 
met  by  an  amendment,  that  the  mat- 
ter should  be  referred  back  to  the 
board  to  be  reconsidered;  and  a  show 
of  hands  being  taken  upon  this 
amendment,  it  was  carried  by  a  ma- 
jority. A  division  was  then  de- 
manded, whereupon  the  chairman 
said,  that  there  should  be  a  poll  upon 
the  original  proposal  and  the  amend- 


VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 


WARD  OF  COURT.      7G3 


ment  together;  and  that  the  votes 
must  be  afl^rmatively  for  one  or  the 
other,  and  not  negatively  as  to  either; 
and  that  no  further  amendment  could 
afterwards  be  received.  A  majority 
of  affirmative  votes  were  given  for 
the  original  resolution: — Hddy  that 
the  proceeding  was  too  informal  to 
authorise  the  burial  board  to  borrow 
the  money;  for  that  no  show  of  hands 
having  been  taken  upon  the  original 
resolution,  it  could  not  properly  be 
put  to  the  poll,  having  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  the  special  Act  regulat- 
ing the  proceedings  of  this  particular 
vestry. 

Hddy  also,  that  the  manner  of  put- 
ting the  resolution  and  amendment 
to  the  poll,  and  requiring  only  affirm- 
ative votes  on  each,  was  informal, 
because,  the  majority  of  votes  being 
given  for  the  original  proposition  did 
not  prove  that  it  was  pi*eferred  to 
any  other,  but  merely  to  that  particu- 
lar proposition  which  had  been  put  as 
an  amendment,  and  which  was  not  a 
direct  negative  of  it. 

A  "  division  "  of  a  vestry,  **  to  be 
taken  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
the  58  Geo.  3,  c.  69,"  may  be  taken 
by  a  poll  of  all  the  ratepayers,  such 
poll  being  an  adjournment  of  the  ves- 
try. 

At  such  poll,  the  original  proposi- 
tion and  an  amendment  inconsistent 
with  it,  being  the  only  one  proposed, 
may  be  put  to  the  vote,  and  affirma- 
tive and  negative  votes  may  be  taken 
upon  each,  and  in  that  way  the  sense 
of  the  voters  may  be  ascertained. 

Observations  upon  the  best  mode 
of  taking  the  opinion  of  a  meeting 
upon  a  resolution  and  amendment. 
Elt  V.  The  Bwrial  Board,  St  Ma/n/sy 
Islhujftan,  449 


VOLUNTARY  TRUST. 

A  man,  in  his  last  illness,  a  few 
days  before  his  death,  made  a  codicil 
to  his  will,  giving  certain  benefits  to 
his  son-in-law  A.,  and  appointing  B. 
his  executor.  On  the  same  day,  the 
testator  drew  a  cheque  on  a  plain 
sheet  of  paper  for  900/.,  payable  to 
B.y  to  whom  he  owed  200/.,  and  wrote 
on  the  same  sheet:  "^.  200/.,  B,  200/., 
executorship  fund  500/."  The  cheque 
was  presented  and  paid  before  the 
testator's  death : — Ileldy  that  this  was 
not  a  donatio  mortis  causa,  but  a 
complete  trust  of  200/.  in  A,*h  favom*; 
and  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  he 
should  have  any  notice  of  it  previ- 
ously to  the  testator  H  death. 

A  donatio  mortis  causa  is  subject 
to  the  donor's  debts.  Tate  v.  Leit^ 
heady  658 

2.  A  voluntary  assignment  by  deed 
of  the  assignor  s  interest  in  a  sum  of 
stock  standing  in  the  names  of  trus- 
tees, upon  trust  for  him,  is  a  complete 
transfer  of  such  interest  as  between 
the  donee  and  the  representatives  of 
the  donor,  although  no  notice  of  the 
deed  was  given  to  the  trustees  in  the 
donor's  lifetime;  because  no  further 
act  on  the  part  of  the  donor  was  re- 
quisite to  complete  the  gift. 

In  such  a  case  the  donee  could 
compel  the  trustees  to  transfer  the 
stock  to  him,  without  making  the 
donor  or  his  i*epre8entatives  parties 
to  the  suit. 

If,  however,  the  trustees,  before 
notice  of  the  deed,  transferred  the 
stock  to  another  person,  ^the  donee 
would  have  no  remedy  against  them. 
Donaldson  v.  DonatdaoUy  7H 


VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 
See  Exoneration. 
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mliiff-H  in  the  East  India  Company's 
■ervice,  and  was  about  to  be  sent  to 
the  I2ut  Indies,  the  Coort  ordered  a 
habeas  corpus  to  be  issued,  directed 
to  the  sergeant  in  whose  charge  he  . 
was^  to  bring  up  the  body  of  the  I 
ward;  and,  on  the  retain  of  the  writ^ 
npoQ  a  motion  for  the  infant's  dis-  - 
diarge^  made  an  order  that  he  shoold 
not  be  removed  ont  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion without  leave  of  the  Court; 
and  directed  Uiat  this  order  should  be 
senred  npon  the  East  India  Company, 
and  on  their  officer  in  command  at 
the  depdt  where  the  recmits  were 
stationed ;  and  that  the  motion  should 
stand  over  until  the  next  motion  day ; 
and,  npon  that  day,  the  former  order 
having  been  dnly  served,  ordered  that 
the  infimt  should  be  discharged  and 
delivered  over  to  his  guardian.  Rock- 
ford  V.  ffaekman,  308 

2.  It  is  a  contempt  of  Court  to  re- 
move an  in&nt  ward  of  Court  out  of 
•he  jurisdiction,  even  where  be  has 
enlisted  in  the  army  without  leave  of 
the  Court,  by  sending  him  with  the 
reigiment  on  foreign  service. 

A  ward  of  Court  having  so  enlist- 
ed, and  having  been  sent  to  Ireland, 
upon  the  petition  of  his  guardian  for 
discharge  of  the  infant,  the  Court 
concurring  with  the  guardian  in 
thinking,  that,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  it  was  bet< 
ter  for  the  infant  to  remain  in  the 
army,  ordered  the  petition,  as  to  that 
part  of  it,  to  stand  over,  with  liberty 
to  apply;  and  that  the  guardian 
should  continue  as  such;  but  that 
the  allowance  previously  made  for 
the  in&ut's  maintenance  should  be 
discontinued;  and  provided  for  the 
expenses  of  the  guardian  in  the  mat- 
ter out  of  the  income  which  had  been 
till  then  applied  for  the  infant's  main- 
tenance.    Marriaan  v.  GoodaUy    310 

WASTK 
See  Tenant  fob  Life,  2. 
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liEASEUOLDfl,  1,  3. 

Power  of  AFPoninDDrry  4. 
Residence. 

1.  A  devise  to  J.  for  life,  remain- 
der if  A.  should  die  leaving  issue  to 
her  said  issue,  to  be  distributed  be- 
tween them  share  and  share  alike,  ss 
three  gentlemen  learned  in  the  law 
should  affix  the  same;  but  if  A. 
should  die  leaving  no  issue,  in  trust 
to  sell  and  divide  the  proceeds  be- 
tween tiie  grand-children  of  B.  and 
C7.,  share  and  share  alike;  but  if  2>. 
should  outlive  A,,  then  a  part  not  to 
be  sold  till  after  the  decease  of  2>. : — 
iTio^  that  ^.  took  an  estate  tail;  that 
the  ^fb  to  the  issue  was  not  an  ab- 
solute interest,  for  the  power  of  dis- 
tribution was  not  a  power  to  limit 
the  estate  they  were  to  take,  but 
only  to  divide  ihe  land  among  them ; 
but  that  the  giffc  over  was  upon  an 
indefinite  ^idlure  of  issue,  notwith- 
standing the  reference  to  2>.'s  surviv- 
ing A.,  which  might  tend  to  shew 
that  the  gift  over  was  to  take  effect 
on  a  £sdlure  of  issue  at  ^.*s  death. 

"  Issue  "  is,  prim4  fade,  equivalent 
to  "heirs  of  the  body;"  but  the  Court 
leans  against  so  construing  it  when 
there  are  other  expressions  in  the 
will  to  control  that  meaning.  If 
words  of  limitation  be  supperadded, 
as  a  gift  to  "  issue  and  their  heirs," 
the  issue  take  as  purchasers  in  fee 
simple,  and  a  gift  over  on  a  general 
failure  of  issue  operates  nothing. 
Kavanagh  v.  Morland,  16 

2.  A  will  contained  a  legacy  of 
300/.  to  Commodore  P.  D.,  of  S.,  and 
a  like  legacy  to  the  children  of  P. 
H.  D.     This  last  legacy  was  claimed 


WILL. 
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by  the  three  children  of  H.  0,  D., 
and  also  adversely  by  the  five  chil- 
dren of  P,  D.J  whose  real  name  was 
P,  J,  D,  P.  J.  D,  and  H,  0.  I). 
were  both  in  the  same  degree  of  rela- 
tioTiship  to  the  testatrix,  and  she  had 
given  like  legacies  to  their  brothers 
and  sisters.  H,  0,  D.  was  dead  at 
the  date  of  the  will : — Ilddj  that  the 
previous  gift  to  Comodore  P.  J9.,  and 
the  fact  that  the  gift  was  not  to  the 
children  of  "  the  said"  P.  H.  D.,  to- 
gether with  the  intention  manifested 
in  the  will  to  provide  for  all  the 
members  of  the  D.  family,  was  suffi- 
cient to  enable  the  Court  to  decide, 
upon  the  face  of  the  will,  that  the 
children  of  H.  0,  D.  were  intended, 
although  there  was  no  reference  to 
him  as  "the  late "  II.  0.  D, 

Held,  also,  that  this  construction 
did  not  strike  out  the  name  "  P."  but 
treated  it  as  having  been  used  by 
mistake. 

ffeld,  lastly,  that  extrinsic  evi- 
dence of  the  intention  of  the  testa- 
trix was  not  admissible,  although  it 
might  have  been  if  there  had  been 
only  one  class  of  claimants.  Douglas 
V.  FeUawSy  114 

3.  A  testator  bequeathed  a  sum  of 
stock  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  during 
sixty  years  from  his  death,  if  the  law 
should  allow,  or,  if  not,  then  during 
the  lives  of  his  two  sons  and  of  the 
survivor,  and  twenty-one  years  after 
his  death,  to  lay  out  the  dividends  in 
repairing  and  insuring  the  houses, 
&c.  on  his  farms,  called  H,  and  S,  (it 
being  his  desire,  that,  upon  no  ac- 
count, should  the  timber  of  such 
fiirms  be  cut  down  during  the  said 
term  of  sixty  years,  on  pain  that  the 
person  so  cutting  such  timber  should 
lose  all  interest  in  the  said  estates, 
as  if  he  were  dead),  and  upon  trust 
to  pay  the  surplus,  if  any,  of  the  said 
dividends  equally  among  the  persons 
for  the  time  being  in  possession  of 


the  estates  under  his  will,  during  the 
continuance  of  the  said  trust  j  and 
immediately  after  the  expiration 
thereof,  to  transfer  one  moiety  of  the 
said  stock  to  the  person  then  in  pos- 
session of  the  H,  farm,  such  person 
being  one  of  his  sons,  or  a  descend- 
ant of  a  son ;  but  if  not,  then  to  the 
descendants  of  the  testator's  brothers 
and  sisters,  and  to  pay  the  other 
moiety  in  like  manner  to  the  person 
in  possession  of  the  S,  farm.  And 
the  testator  devised  the  H.  farm  to 
the  same  trustees,  in  fee,  upon  trust 
for  his  son  John,  for  ninety-nine 
years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  his  first  and 
other  sons  in  tail,  with  divers  re- 
mainders over.  And  the  testator 
devised  the  S,  farm  in  like  manner 
for  the  benefit  of  his  son  James  and 
his  issue.  John  and  Jwines,  and  their 
eldest  sons,  barred  the  entail  in  re- 
mainder in  the  said  farms  and  re- 
settled the  same,  and,  the  stock  hav- 
ing been  transferred  into  Court  under 
the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  petitioned 
for  the  payment  out  of  the  fund  to 
them: — Held,  that,  the  fund  being 
intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  sons 
and  their  issue,  the  period  for  the 
enjoyment  of  the  capital  had  been 
accelerated  by  barring  the  entail, 
which  had  determined  the  restriction 
against  cutting  down  timber.  In  re 
the  Trusts  of  Colson,  133 

4.  Bequest  of  residue  in  trust,  af- 
ter the  death  of  the  testator's  wife, 
to  be  divided  amongst  all  his  children, 
including  his  son  A,  if  then  living, 
in  such  manner  and  in  such  propor- 
tions as  the  testator's  wife  should  by 
will  appoint,  provided  that  the  share 
assigned  to  ^.  should  not  be  less 
than  those  of  any  of  the  other  chil« 
dren ;  and,  in  defiiult  of  appointment, 
to  be  divided  equally  among  all  the 
testator*s  children  living  at  his  wife*8 
death,   including    his  said    son    J. 
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Moreorer,  if  mj  cbfld  ahonld  hap-   ! 
pen  to  die  previooalj  to  the  death  of  - 
the  teistSLtod^a  wife,  leaTing  children,   , 
SQch  children  to  have  the  ''share*  of 
their  late  parent.     And   if  all  the 
testator^s  children  should  die  under 
age,  and   without  leaving  children, 
gift  over.     The  wife  appointed  the   , 
fund  hy  will  amongbt  aU  the  children  ' 
who  should  be  living  at  her  death. 
A.  died  in  her  lifetime,  leaving  chil- 
dren:— Hfid,   that  the  power  was 
well  exercised  in  fiivour  of  the  sur- 
viving children  of  the  testator,  and 
that  the  clause  commencing  **  more- 
over** did  not  apply  to  the  preceding 
limitation,  but  only  to  ihe  gift  in 
default;  and  therefore  ^.*#  children 
were    properly    excluded.      Fox    v. 
Gre^g,  2  Sugd.  Pow.  App.  No.  23, 
distinguished.     Xeatherioay  v.  Fry, 

172 

.^.  The  word  "money"  in  a  will  will 
not  jiass  stock  in  the  fiinds,  unless  its 
meaning  is  enlarged  by  the  context. 

**  I  bequeath  to  my  brother  J,  the 
whole  of  my  money  for  his  life,  at  his 
death  to  be  divided  between  my  two 
nieces,  R.  and  J/. ;  my  clothes  to  be 
divided  likewise  between  them ;  my 
watch  and  trinkets  for  my  niece  M. ; 
the  longest  survivor  of  the  said  nieces 
to  become  i)os»essor  of  the  whole  mo- 
ney." The  t<i8tatrix,  at  bur  death, 
had  about  GOl.  cash,  a  considerable 
sum  of  stock  in  the  funds,  and  some 
furniture  and  trinkets,  and  clothes: 
— I/eldy  that  the  furniture  did  not 
pass  by  the  will,  nor  the  stock.  Lowe 
V.  TUomaa,  369 

C.  The  24th  section  of  the  1  Vict, 
c.  2G,  which  provides  that  a  will 
shall  speak  and  take  effect  as  if  ex- 
ecuted immediately  before  the  death 
of  the  testator,  unless  a  contrary  in- 
tention appear  hy  the  will,  will  pro- 
bably give  an  extended  effect  to  what 
would  have  been  a  specific  bequest  of 
a  class  of  personal  proj)erty  before 
the  statute. 


For  instanoe,  a  bequest,  ance  the 
Act,  of  **all  my  stock,''  would  pro- 
bably pass  aH  the  stock  of  the  testa- 
tor at  the  time  of  his  death;  but  a 
gift  of  '^  aH  my  stodL  which  I  have 
purchased,"  must  be  confined  to  stock 
actually  purchased  at  the  date  of  the 
will 

A  will  made  since  the  statute  con- 
tained the  words,  "I  hereby  exo- 
nerate my  sister  from  all  claims  in 
respect  of  money  laid  out  by  me  in 
improvements  of  the  estates  in  Scot- 
landj  and  which  money  has,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  Scotland,  been 
charged  thereon:*' — ffefd,  that  this 
exoneration  only  aj^lied  to  moneys 
so  charged  at  the  date  of  the  w^ 
and  not  to  money  afterwards  laid  oat 
and  charged,  nor  even  to  money  then 
laid  ont^  but  afterwards  charged. 
Douglas  y.  Douglas,  400 

7.  A  testator  gave  some  pecnniaxy 
legacies,  and  devised  a  certain  fiirm 
and  lands  to  his  wife,  for  such  term 
and  at  such  rent  as  his  brother  Ro- 
bert should  think  fit,  and  then  gave, 
devised,  and  bequeathed  all  the  rest, 
residue,  and  remainder  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate  to  his  son  James, 
and  appointed  him  executor: — Held, 
that  the  residuary  form  of  the  devise 
to  the  executor  made  the  legacies  a 
charge  upon  the  real  estate,  notwith- 
standing that  a  previous  interest  in 
real  estate  was  given  by  the  wilL 
Francis  v.  Clemow,  435 

8.  A  testator,  by  his  will,  directed 
that  all  his  debts  should  be  paid  by 
his  executrix  thereinafter  named;  and 
then  made  certain  specific  devises, 
and  gave  to  his  wife  a  house  and  ap- 
purtenances, partly  freehold  and  part- 
ly leasehold,  for  her  life,  and  then 
over;  and  all  the  "rest  and  residue" 
of  his  real  and  personal  estate  the 
testator  also  gave  to  his  wife,  and 
appointed  her  sole  executrix : — Held, 
that,  on  a  deficiency  of  personalty  to 
pay  the  testator's  debts,  the  residuary 
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real  estate  was  next  liable,  and  be- 
fore the  freehold  and  leasehold  es- 
tates specifically  devised,  and  then 
the  other  real  property  specifically 
given  to  the  executrix. 

When  a  will  contains  a  direction 
to  the  executor  to  pay  the  testator's 
debts,  and  then  a  devise  of  real  estate 
to  that  executor,  it  is  considered  that 
the  testator  has  imposed '  upon  the 
executor  the  duty  of  paying  the  debts 
to  the  extent  of  the  property  given 
to  him;  and  accordingly  that  property 
is  held  to  be  charged  with  the  debts. 
But  an  exception  has  been  made  to 
this  rule,  where  there  are  two  or 
more  executors,  to  whom  unequal 
benefits  are  given  by  the  will;  be- 
cause, in  such  a  case,  it  cannot  be 
supposed  to  be  the  testator's  inten- 
tion that  they  should  be  equally  sub- 
jected to  the  burden  of  his  debts; 
and  therefore  the  property  given  to 
them  is  not  considered  to  be  charged. 
Marria  v.  WcUkms,  438 

9.  Calls  made  upon  shares  in  an 
incorporated  company  after  the  death 
of  the  owner  are  pajuble  out  of  his 
general  personal  estate,  and  not  by 
the  legatee  for  life  under  a  gift  of 
all  the  testator's  shares  in  the  com- 
pany. 

By  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment of  the  company,  their  net  profits 
were  to  be  divided  rateably  to  such 
an  amoimt  as  should  be  declared  at 
their  half-yearly  meeting,  and  were 
to  be  paid  within  twenty-one  days 
afterwards ;  and  it  was  provided,  that 
a  shareholder  was  not  to  receive  any 
dividend  after  the  period  at  which  he 
ceased  to  be  a  proprietor  of  shares ; 
but  the  dividends  on  such  shares  were 
to  continue  in  suspense  until  some 
other  person  should  have  become  pro- 
prietor of  them.  A  shareholder  died 
sixty-nine  days  after  the  half-yearly 
meeting  at  which  a  dividend  was  de- 
clared, but  before  notice  had  been 
^    given  that  such  dividend  was  pay- 


able, having  by  his  will  bequeathed 
the  interest  and  annual  income  aris- 
ing from  all  his  shares  to  one  for  life, 
and  then  to  others : — Rdd,  that  the 
dividend  belonged  to  the  legatee  for 
life,  and  not  to  the  general  personal 
estate  of  the  testator. 

In  the  case  of  a  specific  l^acy  of 
Bank  Stock,  if  the  testator  lu&s  died 
a  few  days  before  the  dividend  day, 
the  legatee  would  take  the  dividend 
although  payable  in  respect  of  profits 
earned  during  the  testator^s  life. 
Olive  V.  Clive,  600 

1 0.  Bequest  of  one  thousandpounds 
to  ^.,  the  interest  of  two  thousand  to 
B.f  and  at  his  death  to  his  children, 
the  sum  of  one  thousand  pounds  to 
D.y  the  sum  of  one  thousand  pounds 
to  B,  in  addition  to  one  thousand 
be/ore  mentioned: — ffdd,  that  the 
former  l^acy  to  B,  was  of  pounds 
sterling,  and  that  the  gift  to  Ins  chil- 
dren was  of  an  absolute  interest  in 
the  capital. 

Held,  also,  that  the  reference  to 
the  former  legacy  in  the  latter  gift 
to  B,  did  not  diminish  the  previous 
legacy;  and  that  the  latter  legacy 
was  given  to  B,  absolutely,  and  not 
to  him  for  life,  and  then  to  his  chil- 
dren. 

Legacies  given  "in  addition  to" 
previous  gifts  to  the  same  person 
only  partake  of  the  same  incidents, 
where  the  former  gifts  are  absolute 
or  defeasible;  but  the  doctrine  has 
never  been  extended  so  far  as  to  al- 
ter an  absolute  gift  of  the  latter  le- 
gacy into  a  gift  to  the  legatee  for 
life,  and,  after  his  death,  to  other 
persons.     Mcmn  v.  FvUeTy  624 

1 1 .  Where  a  sum  of  money  is  be- 
queathed to  be  divided  among  a 
class  when  the  eldest  attains  twenty- 
one,  whether  the  gift  be  vested  or 
contingent,  all  the  children  who  are 
bom  before  the  period  of  division  are 
admitted  to  take  shares. 

When  distinct  sums  of  money  are 
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giyen  to  eyeiy  indiTidaal  of  the  claaa^ 
bat  no  time  is  limited  for  diatribu- 
tioD,  the  penoDB  who  answer  the  de- 
scription at  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor are  alone  entitled  to  take. 

The  construction  is  the  same  if 
the  gift  be  of  a  certain  sum  to  each 
of  the  children  of  A.  and  B,  who 
■hoold  attain  twenty-one^  but  in  case 
any  of  them  should  die  under  that 
age^  his  share  to  go  to  his  wrviv- 
ing  brothers  and  siBterSy  although  A, 
had  no  children  at  the  date  of  the 
will  or  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
but  had  children.  Wru  after  the  te0<^ 
tator^s  death. 

^  Surviving,**  in  such  a  limitation, 
cannot  be  read  *^  other/  so  as  to  en- 
title a  child  to  the  stuure  of  a  brother 
who  died  before  he  was  bom.  Mann 
T.  Thompmm^  638 

12.  Bequest  of  the  interest  of  re- 
siduary personalty  to  the  testator^s 
wile  £ar  life,  and  from  and  after  her 
death  to  R.  D.  for  life,  and  from  and 
after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of 
them  the  capital  to  W.  absolutely, 
subject  to  the  payment  to  A.,  B.,  and 
C.  of  1000/.  e^h,  which  the  testator 
gave  to  them,  to  be  paid  to  each  of 
them  at  the  end  of  twelve  months 
next  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor 


of  his  said  wife  and  E.  D.:  Provided 
that  if  either  of  the  said  A.,  B.,  and 
C  should  die  **  in  the  lifetime  of  my 
said  wife  and  my  said  brother  Jt. 
Z).,"  his  legacy  should  lapse  and  be 
void.  A.  survived  the  testator^s  wife, 
and  died  in  the  lifetime  of  B.  D.: — 
HMy  that  ^.'s  personal  representsr 
tive  was  entitled  to  her  legacy,  and 
that  the  gift  over  had  not  taken 
effect. 

"And"  is  construed  "or"  where 
one  member  of  the  compound  sen- 
tence is  included  in  the  other,  and 
would  be  superfluous  unless  disjoin- 
ed. This  construction  is  generally 
made  in  fiivour  of  vesting — ^not  to 
defeat  a  previously  vested  gift. 

A  limitation  of  real  estate  to  A. 
during  the  life  of  B,  and  C,  without 
saying  "and  during  the  life  of  the 
survivor  of  them,"  gives  A,  an  estate 
during  the  lives  of  B,  and  (7.  and  the 
survivor.  But  a  limitation  for  100 
years,  if  A.  and  B,  shall  so  long  live, 
is  determined  by  the  death  of  ei- 
ther, because  this  is  a  collateral  con- 
dition. 

SembUy  that  these  rules  apply  also 
to  limitations  of  personal  estate. 
Day  V.  Day,  703 
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